
ED 341 504

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

PUB DATE
NOTE
AVAILABLE FROM

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

DOCUMENT RESUME

PS 020 299

Farquhar, Sarah-Eve; And Others
Quality is in the Eye of the Beholder: The Nature of
Early Childhood Centre Quality. Research Report No. 2
to the Ministry of Education.
Otago Univ., Dunedin (New Zealand). Education
Dept.

Dec 91
134p.

Research and Statistics Livision, Ministry of
Education, P.O. Box 1666, Wellington, New Zealand
(free).

Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142) -- Reports -
Research/Technical (143)

MF01/PC06 Plus Postage.
Childhood Needs; Class Size; *Day Care Centers;
*Educational Quality; Family Characteristics; Family
Income; Foreign Countries; Group Discussion; Home
Visits; *Kindergarten; *Parent Attitudes; Parent
Education; Parent Participation; Parent School
Relationship; Preschool Education; Public Policy;
Questionnaires; Safety; *Teacher Attitudes; Teacher
Student Ratio

IDENTIFIERS Developmentally Appropriate Programs; New Zealand;
*Play Centers; *Quality Indicators

ABSTRACT
This report examines the perspectives of parents,

staff, and experts on the definition of quality early education and
care in New Zealand. Participants included families and staff from
four types of centers: kindergarten, play centers, childcare centers,
and Te Kohanga Reo centers. Three data collection methods were used:
questionnaires, group discussions, and observatiou.1 assessment of
center quality. The views of early childhood education experts on
quality were compare with those of parents and staff. The report
consi6ts of four chapters. The first two chapters provide background
information and information on objectives of the study, methodology
used, and characteristics of the centers and groups of people in the
study. Findings are presented in Chapter 3. They show that parent and
staff ratings of the importance of varic.is program goals were linked
to their definitions of and views on center quality. The most
important goals of an early childhood program for parents and staff
were to provide a safe, secure environment and warm loving care, and
to encourage the development of confidence, interaction with peers,
and iildependence. Chapter 4 concludes that quality in early education
and care is a value issue as well as an empirical issue. Different
perspectives provide insights and valuable information to support the
promotion of quality of early childhood services. Appended are a list
of 45 references and related materials. (GLR)

***********************************:***********************************

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.

***********************************************************************



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office or Educatounel Rematch and Improvement
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)

X:his document has been rtproduced as
cented from the person or organization

originating it.
0 Minor changes Nye been made to improve

reproduction quality

Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not neceuarily represent official
OERI position or policy

Quaky io in the eye 0/ Me &Adder

The nature of early childhood centre quality

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

Research Report No. 2 to the Ministry of Education

Sarah-Eve Farquhar

Assisted by Anne B. Smith and Terry J. Crooks

Education Department

University of Otago

Dunedin, New Zealand

December, 1991

BEST COPY ORME



Executive Summary

The Project and This Report

This report provides an examination of the
perspectives of different groups (parents, staff, and
experts) and different types of centres on "quality"
early education and care. It also looks at actual
practices of quality in centres.

It is the second report from the larger project
entitled "The nature of quality in early childhood
centres: A study of charter development content
and practice". The first report, released earlier this
year, specifically looked at how the government's
introduction of charter requirements affected early
childhood centres and participants. At the same
time as investigating the charter development
process im a sample of kindergartens, playcentres,
and childcare centres, I collected data on staff,
parents', and outside experts' perspectives on quality
early education and care and observed the quality
of each centre programme. In addition, from two
Kohanga Reo some parents and staff contributed
their views by participating in a survey.

The background and purpose of the report is
explained in Chapter One with a review of the
literature and an outline of the eally childhood
scene in New Zealand.

Chapter Two describes the main objectives of the
study and the methodology used. The procedures
employed to select the centres and study
participants, collect and analyse the data are
detailed. The main characteristics of the centres
and various groups of people in the study are
outlined.

The fmdings are presented in Chapter Three.
Section 3.1 reports how parcnts came to choose
their centre, their needs for child care, the activities
they engaged in when their child attended, and their
involvements with their centre. It also reports
some background information about the staff - their
reasons for choosing to work in the early childhood
field, the kinds of responsibilities they held, and
their satisfaction with their work.

The goals of early education and care are examined
from the perspectives of staff and parents in Section
3.2. The differences and similarities in their values
and the extent to which these are shaped by their
typc of early childhood centre are examined.

Parents' and staff own descriptions of a good-quality
centre are summarized in Soction 32. This section
also contains a quantitative analysis of parent, staff,
and expert ratings of the importance of various
criteria to ensure a good-quality Centre.
Statistically signific at differences are noted
between the three groups, and between parents' and
staff mean rating scores at each type of centre.

Section 3.4 examines ti,e special quality of the
services provided by the kin&I.garteris, childcare
centres, and playcenues. Quotes from the
discussions of centre representatives are included to
illustrate what thcy concluded to be the
distinguishing quality character:sties of their
particular type of centre.

Parents' and staff ersonai perceptions of centre
quality are reported in Section 3.5. This includes
what they liked and didn't like about their centre
and their ratings of how well their centre mct
various quality criteria. Statistically significant
differences between parent and staff ratings and
across the four types of centres are identified.

Centres were observed to see how well they met
various quality criteria (the same criteria which
parents and staff were surveyed on), and the
findings are presented and discussed in Section 3.6.
The congruency between researcher and staff
observational ratings are also examined in this

Section.

The results chapter is concluded with a look at the
relationship between the importance of various
quality criteria for parents and staff the actual
practices of their centres.

In Chapter Four there is a brief summary of the key
findings, along with the main conclusions from the
study and mention of some possible implications
and future directions.



Sample and Methods

From four different types of centres, e!even mitres
in total, 223 famPies and 32 staff in the Otago
region participated. Parents and staff completed
survey questionnaires, representatives attended
research meetings, and the quality of centres was
observed and assessed by two observers and head
staff members. The sample includes two Kohanga
Rea, at which 12 parents and two kainko were
surveyed. "Experts" (n = 47) from around New
Zealand werc surveyed, to compare their views on
quality with those of paretits and staff.

Some Key Points from the
Study's Findings

(1) There was some variation amongst families at
different types of centres in their characteristics,
paeticularly in regard to parent education and
family income..

(.2) Staff characteristics differed mainly in respeet
to age (tendency tbr younger staff in chikicare
centres), education, and training qualifications in
early education and care.

(3) Parent and staff ratings of the importance of
variotes programme goals were linked to their
definitions and views on centre quality.

(4) The very most important goals of an early
childhood programme for parents and staff were to:

- provide a safe and secure environment,
- provide children with warm loving care,
- encourage children to develop confidence in

themselves and their abilities,
- encourage children to mix and to get along

with one another, and
encourage children's independencc from
adults.

(5) A large and complex matrix of human and
physical environment variables were perceived by
staff, parents, and experts to comprise thc quality of
an early childhood centre.

(6) The most important ingredients of centre
quality for all three igoups were:

- staff who are warm and caring people,
- staff who are responsive to children's social

bids and needs,
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- staff who show children that they really care
about them,

- a safe environment,
- developmentally appropriate activities,
- a team-work approach amongst staff, and
- parents and families always feel welcomed.

(7) Additional ingredients of quality were identified
co be of special interest to each of the groups, and
to the different types of centres.

(8) Parent education and the practice of home-
iting was viewed to be minimally important, and

either not wanted or not viewed to be practical by
staff and parents. This has implications for the
government's Parents' As First Teachers' scheme.

(9) Some differences between the parents'
perspective and staff and experts' perspectives on
quality raise questions about parents' rights, staff-
parent collaboration, and the freedom of the early
childhood professional.

(10) Ways of training staff to be more effective in
gaining parents' respect and confideace to
successfully fulfil a parent support role need to be
urgently addressed.

(11) The study shows that quality in early
education and care is not just an empirical issue, but
a value issue also. A multidimensional view of
quality is important. Finding out different
nerspectives can provide interesting insights and
valuable information to support the quest to ensure
and promote the quality of early childhood services.
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1.1 Introduction

"New Zealand ecrly childhood ctmstuuency has been ciamaerisea y diversity. Diversity has been both its sarngths and its

weakness. Now that government polity is to fund early cLildhood services on an equitoble basis and to require all services to

meet the same mintintan standards, one of the problems that is beginning to emerge is a tendency by officials to 'hoinogenim'

the service?.

"It seems to me dm dm Dewey's precept that "Ifhiat the 1,est and wisest parent 'mins for he :. child, that must the

community want for all its children" is undotzbiedly well-supporP4 in New Zealund .... Equally clearly, however, the road to

"our goals" ic stilt nat wholly sulooth; the cogs still need oiling. All early childhood educators - parems, staff and bureaucnas -

must continue to assess and evaluate".

This study examines the concept of quality early
childhood education and care from the perspectives
of staff and parents in four different types of early
childhood services, as well as the perspective of
"experts" in the field. The study also seeks to
determine how such views of quality relate to the
observed quality in early childhood centres.

This study of values, perceptions and practice of
quality in different early childhood services was
carried out during a period of substantial change in
early childhood policy in New Zealand. Centres
were making changes to comply with proposed new
licensing standards. Parents, staff, and managers at
many early childhood centres were engaged in
consultation and charter preparation as this was
required to qualify for government funding.
Funding of the early childhood sector had been
increased by 65% during the 1989/90 period.

Whm constitutes "quality" early education and care
has been a major issue in developmental psychology
and early childhood education since the eighties
(Phillips & Howes, 1987). Most research has been
carried out to examine isolated aspects of early
childhood centres wh h have a positive effect on
various measures of chudren's development and to
investigate centre variables that can be regulated.

Dr. Anne Meade (1990. pp 11 42)

"Beware or feeling satisfied with progress".

The National Day Care Study (Ruopp, Travers,
Glantz, & Cocien, 1979) was a landmark study in
the field of early childhood research. It focussed
not on the concern of the day, as to whether or not
childcare was healthy or harmful to children, but on
the aspects of early childhood centre experience
that best predict positive outcomes in children. It
was sponsored by the United States Federal
Government to provide information to guide the
construction of national child care standards.

To date the bulk of research has been carried out in
the United States. Approaches have been almost
entirely empirical, with an unwritten assumption
that the findings are universally valid across cultures
and countries. Shelley (1982) cautions about the
danger of making decisions about centres and their
programmes :ased on definitions of quality
developed through scientific reasoning rather than
though an understanding of community educational
values. She discusses how some compensatory
education programmes in the United States were
closed because public values and value conflicts on
what constituted acceptable and culturally relevant
early education practices were ignored and
scientific/academic reasoning prevailed.

A multi-perspective study of the nature of quality in
early childhood centres could help to fill the gap in
the international literature for research from an
interdisciplinary value-based perspective. It could
also provide useful insights into what constitutes
quality within the New Zealand early childhood
context.



The view in this report is that quality cannot be seen
purely as an objective issue to be defined by science.
Karmel (1985) argues that quality in education is
"complex and value-laden". Quality is a
multidimensional construct and can be viewed from
many perspectives. Defining quality occurs in a
cultural and society-specific context. The values
and views of participants in thosc contexts are
important components of how early childhood
centres operate and how early childhood policies
must evolve if they arc to be successful (Farquhar,
1990).

The perspectives of participants in early education
and care arc taken into account in the study to
widen our understanding of what quality means in
the early childhood centre context. Examining
peoples values about quality is theoretically
necessary because the pfedominant approach in the
past has been from the "science" of child
development, and this has come under increasing
attack (Holloway, 1991: Powell, 1982: Si lin, 1987).
Lamb and Sternberg (in press) argue that it is:

"... impossible to write a recipe for high
quality care that is universa4 applicable.
High quality care needs :49 be defined with
respect to the characteristics aitd needs of
children and families in specific societies and
subcultures rather than in terms of universal
dimensions".

The study is directly applicable to the early
chiklhood field because it focuses on the
complexity, detail, and texture of early childhood
cente quality. Powell (1982) points out that a
major problem in the development of an early
childhood profe&sion is the lack of research data
relevant to practice and recognised in the field.
Research that is integrated with practice and
involves staff should result in better articulation of
early childhood practices that positively affect
children. It should also lead to more
knowledgeable staff who can self-assess these
practices (VanderVen and Mattingly, 1981).

The study should have useful implications for public
policy. It should help policy-makers be more aware
of the diverse and the common perspectives on
provisions and practices of quality early education
and care. Change in the direction of improving
quality will be easier to attain if there is an
understanding of the providers' and consumers'
perspectives (see the above quote of Meade, 1990).

7
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New Zealand has always prided itself on the
diversity of its early childhood services. This was
articulated very well by the Hon. Russell Marshall,
Minister of Education in his address at the first ever
forum on early childhood education and care in
1985:

"Mosaics are comprised of individual pieces
- like the early childhood world. It too
comprises a diverse array of individual
groups, organizations and services. As pieces
of the mosaic you differ in size, in
composition, in colour, in philosophy and in
texture. And no one would want to change
your individualio It's unique. It's worth
cherishing - it's one of the strengths of the
eady childhood movement .... Ye: an
assortment of pieces does not make a
mosaic. A mosaic must be planned,
designed, ordered and made".

This study should illuminate in more detail a little
of the mosaic of early childhood centre philosophy
and beliefs in New Zealand and how these arc
reflected in the quality of practice and participants'
experiences.
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1.2 Literature Review

There is growing evidence of the benefits of high
quality programmes for children (Howes, 1986;
Smith and Swain, 1988). Children who attend
programmes defined as higher quality in tcrms of
structural characteristics (for example, smaller
group-size, better staff-child ratios, and trained
staft) spend more time in positive interaction and
less time wandering aimlessly around (Vanden &
Powcrs, 1983). A high level of verbal stimulation by
staff (a process characteristic) is linked to children's
higher performance on measures of language
development (McCartney, 1984). Good-quality
early childhood intervention programmes result in
"at risk" children being more likely to complete their
high school education, gain employment and have a
stable family life (Berrueta-Clement, Barnett,
Schweinhart, Epstein, & Weikart 1984). Evidence
is also emerging of benefits for families of access to
good-quality early childhood services. For example,
centres that provide affordable "worry-free" quality
child care reduce parents' strcss from juggling
childrearing, household, and employment
responsibilities (Shinn, Ofitiz-Torres, Morris,
Simko, & Wong, 1989; Galinsky, 1988).

Bettye Caldwell (1984), an established international
researcher, has described the field as representing
the applied science of child development. Reviews
of research support her claim, showing that the
majority of research has been carried out from a
child development, psychological perspective
(Howes, 1986; Smith & Swain, 1988. ) This
perspective takes for granted that middle-class
Western standards of human developmnnt are
universal - which they clearly are not (Si lin, 1987).
Theories and concepts of child development are
based upon Arnold Gesell's norms and ideas
derived from a population of children whose
parents were at Yale University. Generalization of
these to all children does not take environmental
influences of socio-economic status, ethnic group
experiences nor culturally based learning styles into
account (Lee, 1989). Even if it were possible to
articulate developmental goals applicable to all
cultures and groups, the achievement of these
depends on the social or cultural meaning given to a
behaviour. Si lin (1987, p. 26) suggests t!iat the
psychological perspective is inadequate o. its tIwn
and that an interdisciplinary perspective would
provide richer, more pertinent insights:

1 1

"If education is about initiating the young
into an already existing world, if it is to teach
them not on6P how to live but aw what the
world is real41 like, then psychological
process considerations are probably
insufficient to the task".

Holloway (1991, p.9) proposcs that more complex
and pluralistic models of early childhood centre
quality should be developed because "a particular
feature of a preschool setting becomes desirable or
undesirable only in relation to the goals of the
caregivers".

Researchers have noted cultural variation in views
on good-quality early childhood programmes and
desirable staff practices. In Japan, for example,
where academic demands on children are high,
centre quality is appraised according to how well
staff and programmes promote children's language,
communication and cognitive skills (Takeuchi,
1981). Class sizes are larger in Japan than in
Western countries because it is believed that
diminished opportunity for staff-child intcraction is
better for orienting children towards their peer
group and lessening their depcndence on staff
(Tobin, Wu, & Davidson, 1989).

Carlson and Exnmalm-Sjoblom (1989) in their
cross-cultural study of parents' goals found that in
Sweden creative internally motivated activities and
staff interactions that extend what the child is doing
are valued. In the United States, parents place
importance on cluldren using colouring books, rote
counting and behaving properly. The researchers
suggest macro-society influences on parents' views
to explain cross-cultural differences in values:

"Perhaps, when there is much fear, violence,
and uncertainry about the future of a society,
as in the United States, parents in that
environment seek assurance in conformity
and "following the rules". On the other hand,
in a secure environment, such as in Sweden,
parents are free to value creative, inwardly
initiated ezperiences" (p. 519).
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The need for a clearer understanding of early
childhood centre quality in New Zealand is

underscored by the trial of a popular, well-tested
United States instrument for assessing the quality of
early childhood centre environments in some
Christchurch childcare centres (Early Childhood
Environment Rating Scale: Harms & Clifford,
1Q80). The findings indicated a need to question
the cultural appropriateness of some of the
measurement items, the instrument's face validity
for practitioners, and its ability to differentiate
between thc quality of different centres (Farquhar,
1989).

Lero and Kyle (1985) noted in their revicv of the
quality literature that no single definit; . of early
childhood centre quality vists which is adequate.
Internationally, there has been little research
attention paid to the multiplicity of goals and values
which exist. The concept of quality is amorphous
and hard to define in any context because people
view it differently according to their experience.
Cohort and community values effect how the
concept is defined. As Common (1987, pp 10 - 11)
says, one's perspective on quality is "as much a
product of the morality and other values of the
times as it is a product of what we know about what
v..: are doing, what we have inherited from our past
practices and generations, and what we value".

The complexity of the concept of quality is further
apparent when its usage as a noun and as an
adjective is clnsidered. First, it may denote the
excellence of a centre. Second, it may descnbe how
well a programme is meeting various criteria or be
used to grade centres on quality criteria. Third, it
may suggest something about the nature or
financial worth of inputs, for example the cost of
specially made toys or the physical attractiveness of
equipment. Fourth, the concept may be used as a
philosophical statement about the special features
of a particular type of programme. What is defined
as "quality" for one type of centre may not be
quality for another centre, but this does not mean
that one is better than another, it just has a
different kind of "quality".

Research provides some insights into the meaning
and characteristics of early childhood centre quality
in New Zealand. Swain and Swain (1982) examined
the nature of early childhood centre quality from
the perspective of parents at one Hamilton
childcare centre. Delphi methodology was used to
explore parents definitions of good child care and to
develop consensus on the most important aspects.
Social-emotional dimensions were found to be
valued most. Two items were rated high in
importan, by every parent in their study: staff
show wa h, caring and a genuine concern for
children, and the centre is a warm and comfortable
place. The researchers concluded that "family
characteristics (ideal ones, perhaps?)" arc key
components of quality for childcare families.

Kennedy, Ratcliff, and Henry (1990) researched
New Zealand's nine Mobile Pre-school Units and
their fmdings point to certain characteristics of the
service's quality. Staff-child interaction and staff-
parent interaction occurred often and on a one-to-
one basis because of low child-staff ratios. Thc
M.P.U.s provided an optimum learning
environment particularly for younger children
because of a high staff-child ratio and the high
standard of educational equipment. However, thcy
provided a less optimum learning environment for
children approaching school age, due to problems
such as the limited range of equipment that could
be carried in vans. Their study also explored
parents' views on the quality of the M.P.U. service
in terms of how well it was meeting their and their
children's needs.

Smith and Hubbard (1988) examined parent-staff
communication in Dunedin childcare centres and
kindergartens. They found a higher frequency of
talk between childcare paients and staff on topics
such as children's activities and problems at home,
than between kindergarten parents and staff. Staff
at kindergartens and childcare centres emphasised
the advantages of promotion of children's language
development and provision of a non sex-

stereotyped environment more than parents did.
Parents rated preparation of children for school
and getting children used to paying attention to
adults higher than staff did.
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Six Wellington playcentre, kindergarten and
childcare programmes were studied by Meade
(1985). Shc observed programmes and in particular
the nature of staff behaviour and interactions.
Some relevant findings were as follows. Staff
beliefs about what is important to provide and to be
doing were found to be reflected in how they
apportioned their time. Boys tended to receive less
attention than girls, as did children who had family
problems or had English as a second language. The
educational programmes of childcare centres were
similar to kindergarten and playcentre..Childcare
staff tended to spend more daily time attending to
children's physical needs than did staff at other
centre types. Staff with training qualifications
tended to do more to foster children's learning than
untrained adults. Large group size (number of
children) were associated with less staff-child
contact regardless of staff/child ratio.

Bell (1990) identified the operational theories of six
staff in a Palmerston North kindergarten and
childcare centre. She exa. lined the adequacy of
their theories in relation to observed practice. Staff
interviews revealed that they were mostly interested
in promoting children's development in the psycho-
social domain, and only two mentioned the
cognitive domain. Staff explicitly reinforced
children's socially appropriate behaviour even
though their espoused belief was that their role was
non-in zerventionist. Bell argued that staff need to
be more self-reflective if they are to resolve
inconsistencies between their operational titories
and close the 'gaps' between their beliefs and actual
practices.

1.3 An Outline of Four Main
Early Childhood Services

The majority of Ncw Zealand's children attend
some form of early childhood programme before
starting school. A Department of Statistics report
(1990) suggests that internationally New Zealand
has a very high early childhood education
participation rate. Of the total estimated
population of four to five year olds in 1990, 96
percent were estimated to be attending an early
childhood service. The percentage of younger
children enrolled was also estimated to be very high.
70.7 percent of three to four year olds and 36.3
percent of two tc three year olds (Ministry of
Education, 1991).

The New Zealand early childhood sector is

characterised by its diversity. About 26 different
types of services opet ate. The four main ones are
kindergartens, playcentre, licensed childcare
centres, and Nga Kohanga Reo.

Ministry of Education (1991) statistics show that
kindergarten is the largest service catering for 59.4
percent of all four to five year old children and 25.4
percent of all three to four year old children.
Childcare is the second largest service with 16.7
percent of all four to five year olds, 23.1 percent of
all three to four year olds and 16.3 percent of all
two to three year olds. Playcentre is the third
largest service, and has about the same number of
children in the two to three year old age bracket as
in the three to four year old age group (11% and
11.8% respectively). Playcentre has 9.2 percent of
all four to five year olds. Nga Kohanga Reo is the
fourth largest service and has relatively similar
numbers of children attending in the two to three
year old (4.6%), three to four year old (5.5%) and
four to five year old (4.9%) age groups.

The kindergarten movement is the oldest one; the
first kindergarten opened in 1889 in Dunedin.
Government legislation was passed in 1959 to
recognize the New Zealand Free Kindergarten
Union as the management body. Kindergartens are
mainly state funded. Senior teachers, responsible
for providing support and advice to teachers in their
geographical area, provide the main means of
internal quality assurance. Parent committee's also
provide a form of quality control because teachers
are accountable to their committee.
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The playcentre movement emerged and developed
in strength as a parent co-operative during the
Sccond World War years. Thcre was considerable
resistance within thc movement to government
funding. However, playcentres today accept
funding and want equitable funding with other early
childhood services; whilst still retaining their
voluntary basis through significant parent input.
Parents are recruited within the movement to train
as supervisors. Staff usually comprise of one or two
supervisors and rostered parent-heins, although
group supervision by parents occurs in some North
Island playcentres. Internal quality assurance
mechr.dsms arc regular playcentre Parcnt Council
meetings (which every parcnt is a member ot) and
regular visits from playcentre liaison officers.

Childcare centres were officially defined by the
promulgation of the Childcare Centre Regulations
(1960). Many different types of childcare centres
operate, for example: part and full-day centres,
and centres at sports complexes or churches.
Historical problems of social stigma and lack of
funding and public support have hampered the
development of quality childcare. There has
been tremendous change in public policy in regards
to the childcare service over the last five to six years.
Once described as the "Cinderella" of early
childhood services (May, 1985), it now receives
more equitable funding and has beer officially
recognised as an educational rather than a custodial
service.

A fourth major early childhood movement grew
from the initiative of Maori people who were
concerned about the decreasing numbers of fluent
speakers and the inadequacy of educational
programmes foc meeting their cultural aspirations.
The first Te Kohanga Reo (language nest) was
opened in April 1982. There are now over 630
centres, and the number continues to grow. Like
playcentre, parent participation is central to Te
Kohanga Reo operation. At the time of study, the
National Kohanga Reo Trust co-ordinated training
programmes, administered funding and bonus
funding for centres that met quality criteria related
to the movement's aims (for example; the number
of children under two years of age, male teachers,
smoking by adults only outside the kohanga reo,
and teacher's language fluency).

1.4 Public Interest,
Involvement and Changes

Early childhood services have been of public
interest for many years. In 1947, 1971, and 1988
Government-appointed committees considered
issues such as participation by Maori and rural
groups and the fragmentation, cost, availability, and
quality of services.

During the early 1980s the government experienced
considerable pressure to do more towards quality
assurance from a number of different early
childhood groups, teminist groups and trade unions.
In 1985/6 a number of changes were introduced by
the Labour Government, including: tightening and
revision of the Child Carc Regulations (1960),
transfer of responsibility for childcare
administration from the Department of Social
Welfare to the Department of Education, and
opening up of courses in Teachers' Colleges (now
Colleges of Education) to childcare trainees.

The Labour Government affirmed its commitment
to promoting the quality, affordability, and
accessibility of early childhood education and care
after its re-election in 1987. A working party,
chaired by Dr. Anne Meade, was commissioned to
prepare a report on the early childhood sector and
to make recommendations. Implementation of the
"Before Five" document policies, developed from the
recommendations of the Meade Working Group,
began from 1 October 1989. All early childhood
centres received a Management Handbook
containing proposed minimum licensing standards
to start working towards compliance with, and
guidelines to prepare a charter if they wanted to
receive funding.

Government legislation for minimum standards was
not passed until September 1990. The delay
affected the promulgation of charter standards and
the deadline for charter approval was extended to
30 June 1991. Te Kohanga Reo came under the
Ministry for chartering just before the government
election in October 1990.

The present National Government, like the past
Labour Government, have espoused a commitment
to securing and promoting quality early education
and care. An extract from the goveniment's recent
Budget night statement gives some indication as to
their perspective and intended approach:



"It (the government) was concerned that the
reguktions for property and for staffing
ratios, training and qualifications were too
strict and made it unnecessari4, difficult for
providers to offer eady childhood education
at a reasonable cost In making the
necessary changes, the government has been
careful to secure the quality of eariy
childhood education, and the health and
safety of chilaren" (Smith, 1991, p. 18).

The study on early childhood centre quality is

timely in terms of public policy interest and
concerns. Because the Ministry of Education has
as its key mission "to promote high quality
education for all" the research should be relevant to
Ministry officials in their task of working with early
childhood centre managements. Moreover,
research that helps to identify and examine what is
special about early childhood programmes should
be a useful resource for early childhood groups in
their politicking for appropriate regulations and
funding.
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Chapter Two -

Methodology

2.1 Rationale for the Method

In the early childhood research field a multimethod
research design has been argued to be most
appropriate (Meade, 1985; Porter, 1982; Shelley,
1982). A multimethod view of the problem of
examining the nature of early childhood centre
quality was taken in the study for two reasons.
First, more and different kinds of information than
any single method could have provided was
required. Second, the use of multiple methods was
considered necessary to provide a firmer empirical
base for the findings (Brewer and Hunter, 1989).

To try to use the most appropriate approaches to
address the research objectives the methodology
was developed in consideration of the New Zealand
early childhood scene and needs for particular types
of information on the topic of quality. Also, the
methodologies of other early childhood centre
studies were taken into consideration, the
techniques used by others to generate opinion and
value data were studied, and the general literature
on the evaluation and improvement of educational
programmes was reviewed.

The "Delphi Round" technique was used by Swain
and Swain (1982) in their study of childcare parents'
views on quality early education and care. This
technique has been used by researchers to address a
wide variety of social, political and educational
problems, where the main source of data is people's
experience and beliefs (Weaver, 1972). A typical
Delphi study consists of a series of rounds of data
collection (usually by way of anonymous
questionnaires) interspersed with feedback from
each round. The pedagogic value of the Delphi can
be high. Participants are involved in a process of
reflection and feedback on their own and others'
points of view. Swain and Swain carried out three
rounds of data collection. First they Psked parents
to list characteristics of a good childcare centre.
Then, feedback on parents responses was provided
and they were asked to list any further
characteristics. Finally, parents were asked to rate
the 64 items generated on a scale of importance.
The researchers identified the components of
childcare which were most important to the parents
and developed a definiticn of good-quality childcare
based on this.
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The study reported here has implemented some
Delphi principles. The specific aim of the study,
however, was not to generate consensus data but to
examine people's values and perspectives, and how
these relate to practice. Data was obtained from
different groups of people and a variety of data
collection methods were uscd. Feedback to
participants from one method was only linked to
that method. The intention was that a "picture" of
the nature of early childhood centre quality would
develop by bringing together the different scts of
data to write-up the final results.

An accreditation system for centres with a high
standard of quality has been developed by a brcnch
of the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC) in the United States. .'t

took four years to develop accreditation criteria
that represent the consensus of early childhood
profess;onals and academics (Bredekamp, 1994
The criteria cover ten broad areas: interactions
among staff and children, curriculum, staff-parent
interactions, staff qualifications and development,
administration, staffing, physical environment,
health and safety, nutrition and food services, and
evaluation. Undcrpinning the accreditation system
is the belief that programme quality is best
enhanced when staff engage in self-study, have the
necessary tools and the external support to do this.

Self-study seems to facilitate clarification of values
and beliefs. The practice encourages people to
compare what they want, what they think they are
doing, and what they are actually doing in reality.
For example, Hedin and Ekholm (1989) found that
a data-feedback method used by childcare staff in
Sweden helped to improve the quality of their work.
In New Zealand, feedback of findings on staff
behaviour and centre quality have been useful to
staff for increasing their awareness of practices and
examining what they do (Farquhar, 1989; Smith &
Haggerty, 1979).

Feedback of findings as part of the research process
was a methodological principle of the study.
Participants were involved in self-reflection and
centre study in a number of ways: completing
questionnaires, meeting with participants from
other centres, and assessing centre quality using a
Quality Review Checklist based on the design of the
NAEYC accreditation checklist.



2.2 Research Objectives

The objectives and sub-objectives for thc study were
to:

(1) Find out how parents' chose their centre, their
needs and involvements.

(2) Identify staff reasons for working in the field,
what their work involved and concerns they may
have about this.

(3) Identify and examine parents' and staff goals for
early education and care:

(a) the importance of various goals to
them;

(b) the differences and similarities between
their ratings of the importance of various
goals;

(c) the differences and similarities between
their ratings of the importance of various
goals at different centres;

(4) Explore people's views on what is important to
assure good-quality early education and care:

(a) parent and staff definitions of a good-
quality cente;

(b) parent, staff and "expert" views on the
importance of different criteria to rssure a
good-quality centre;

(c) the differences and similarities among
parent, staff, and expert ratings of the
importance of various quality criteria;

(d) the differences and similarities between
the quality criteria ratings of parents and
staff at the different centres.

(5) Examine what defines the quality of the
different centres in terms of the type of service they
provide.

(6) Find out how parents and staff perceive the
quality of their centres:

(a) their likes and dislikes;

(b) how they rate their centre on various
criteria;
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(c) the differences and similarities among
parent and staff centre ratings;

(d) the difference and similarities between
the centre ratings of parents and staff at
the different centres.

(7) Assess centre quality using an observation
instrument:

(a) the differences and similarities in
centre levels of quality on various
observation criteria;

(b) the congruency between researcher
(external) and head staff person (internal)
observational ratings of centre quality.

(8) Examine the relationship between staff and
parent ratings of the importance of various quality
criteria and the observed quality of centres on the
same criteria.
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2.3 The Sample

2.3.1 Centres

Eleven Otago centres participated: four
kindergartens, three childcare centres, two
playcentres, and two Kohanga Rol A twelfth
centre, a private childcare centre which had been
opened for just over a year, withdrew from this
particular section of the study. Thc
proprietor/supervisor gave permission for data
collected on the impact of charter development
requirements only to be reported (See Project
Report No. 1).

A small number of Te Kohanga Reo were
operating in the area and discussed with members
of the District Trust to be likely to welcome
involvement in a research study. Panui's
introducing the research project were given to the
whanau of four Kohanga Reo. Two whanau
committees agreed to be involved. Of the two
Kohanga Reo one was located in a central city area
and operated rent free from a converted house
owned by a public institution, the other was located
on a Marae in a semi-rural area. The city kohanga
had two kaiako (teachers). One kaiako was a native
speaker and responsible for the older age group.
The second kaiako was not a fluent speaker and
responsible for the babies and toddlers. The city
kohanga was open full-time five days a week and
had approximately 25 children. The semi-rural
kohanga had one kaiako who was learning to speak
Maori. She had been appointed for just three
months when data collection commenced. This
kohanga was open three full days a week and had
up to 17 children. Both kohanga had babies
through to 5 year olds enrolled.

Decisions on which kindergartens, playcentres, and
childcare centres to sample were made in

consultation with different people who visit centres,
such as Early Childhood Development Unit staff, a
Ministry of Education Liaison Officer, and a Child
Care Area Training Supervisor. It was decided that
centres be selected to provide diversity in: type of
management, number of years of operation,
programme philosophy, location and staffing

characteristics. Three kindergartens were in city
suburbs and one on the outskirts of town. One
kindergarten had a small group of special needs
children and a specialist teacher who took this
group on specific mornings. Another kindergarten
had a full-daycare facility attachcd (although this
had closed in the new year, when data collection
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commenced). One was relatively new, while
another was one of the longest established in New
Zealand. One kindergarten had a 30/30 roll of
children (30 in the morning and another 30 in the
afternoon) and the other three kindergartens had a
40/40 roll. Two of the 40/40 roll kindergartens did
not have full rolls. One 40/40 kindergarten had
three teachers because of the large size of the
centre prcmises. The children enrolled at the
kindergartens were over three and a half years old.

The playcentres were both situated beside primary
schools: one in a semi-rural service area and the
other near the centre of town on a busy street. One
playcentre was housed in a new classroom building
modified for the eariy childhood age group. The
second playcentre shared an old school building
with another early childhood group. A
kindergarten-trained supervisor was employed at
one playcentre, and two playcentre-trained parents
worked alternate mornings at the second
playcentre. They had bath been open for over five
years. The playceatres operated three to four
mornings a week and had rolls of between 13 to 15
children. Children over two and a half years were
enrolled, although some younger children
accompanied by their parents also attended.

The three childcare centres were situated in the
inner city area and outlying suburbs. All three were
full-day centres and had some chilaren attending
part-time. One centre was housed in a public
institution and operated for the institution's staff
and parents from the general public who were
referred to them. The second centre was privately
owned and the third was operated by a community
preschool association; they were both housed in
converted wooden homes. Between 25 to 42
chqdren were enrolled at the centres. One centre
had been operating for approximately 18 months
while the other two had been established for over
five years. All three centres had a mixture of
babies, toddlers, and older children enrolled.

2.3.2 Families

A total of 223 families participated. The response
rate to the parents' survey was very high at the
playcentres (n = 26, 96.3% respondents) and
modest at the kindergartens and childcare centres
(n = 130, 56.39%, and n = 55, 60.44%,
respectively). The low response rate of parents at
the Kohanga Reo (n = 12, 28.57% respondents)
means that the findings should be interpreted with

caution. Table 1 presents statistical information on
the respondents' charactei istics.
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TABLE 1.

Parent and Family Characteristics
Kindergarten Childcare ,Playcentre K.Lollariprotaln%n % n% n % n%

No. Respondents 130, 58.3 55, 24.7 26, 11.7 Th2, 5.4 223, 100

Fam2y Structure
Single parent 21, 16.2 8, 14.5 2, 7.7 5, 41.7 36, 16

Duel parent 106, 81.5 45, 81.8 23, 88.5 6, 50.0 180, 81

. lus relations / 1.5 1, 1.8 1, 3.8 1, 8.3 5, 2

or live-in nanny 1, .8 1, 1.8 none none 2, .

Gross Family Annual Income 1989/90
under $10,000 5, 3.8 1, 1.8 none none 6, 3

$10,000 - $30,000 49, 37.7 13, 23.6 13, 50.0 8, 66.7 83, 37
$31,000 - $50,000 49, 37.7 23, 41.8 6, 23.1 none 78 35

over $50,000 9, 6.9 14, 25.5 2, 7.7 1, 8.3 26, 12

Did not state 18, 13.8 4, 7.3 5, 19.2 3, 25.0 30, 13

Respondent's Highest School Qualifications
No school qualifications 29, 22.3 4, 73 5, 19.2 4, 333 42, 19

School Certificate 32, 24.6 7, 12.7 6, 23.1 2, 16.7 47, 21

6th or 7th Form qual. 67, 51.5 43, 78.2 15, 57.7 5, 41.7

J
f130,

4,

58

Did not state 2, 1.5 1, 1.8 no.. 1, 8.3

Res ndenes Hi !lest 1pJalificatiort
None 73, 56.2 12, 21.8 14, 53.8 9, 75.0 108, 48

Professional e.g. nursing 25, 19.2 16, 21.1 4, 15.4 2, 16.7 47, 21

Trade e.g. hairdressing 18, 13.8 5, 9.1 2, 7.7 1, 8.3 26, 12

University degree 8, 6.2 9, 16.4 3, 11.5 none 20, 9

Post-graduate degree 4, 3.1 12, 21.8 3, 11.5 none 19, 9

Did not state 2, 1.5 1, 1.8 none none 3,
Number of Months Child has been Attending (responde ts' oldest child at centre)

1, 8.3 42, 19Under 1 month 28, 21.5 7, 12.7 6, 23.1

1 to 6 months 38, 29.1 12, 21.8 4, 15.2 2, 16.6 56, 25

7 to 12 months 41, 31.6 8, 14.5 5, 19.2 2, 16.6 56, 25

13 to 24 months 21, 16.2 19, 34.5 9, 34.6 4, 33.4 53, 24

over 24 months 1, .8 7, 12.7 Z 7.7 3, 24.9 13, 6

Did not state 1, .8 2, 3.6 none none 3, 1

Number of Mornin s ar_g_ id A_f_ternoons Ch

56, 43.1
ld Usually Attends

Hp to 3 10, 18.2 23, 88.4 3, 25.0 92, 41

4 to 5 74, 56.9 12, 21.8 3, 11.5 1, 8.3 90, 40

6 to 10 none 33, 60.0 none 8, 66.6 41, 18

Child's Ethnic Group
Pakeha - New Zealander 109, 83.8 43, 78.2 17, 65.4 1, 83 170, 76

Maori 2, 1.5 1, 1.8 none 10, 83.3 13, 6

Pacific Islander 2, 15 1, 1.8 1, 3.8 1, 8.3 5, 2

Other 1, .8 1, 1.8 2, 7.7 none 4, 2

Did not state 16, 123 9, 16.4 ", 23.1 none 31, 14

Whether Child has Special Needs
Yes 9, 6.9 4, 7.4 2, 7.7 2, 16.7 17,
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On the survey questionnaire it was indicated that
one or more parent .. and caregivers could
participate. The majority of respondents were
mothers and a small percentage of couples and
fathers responded. Questionnaires completed by
the couples all provided demographic information
about the mother, but only two about the father. In
these cases the mother was taken to be the
respondent because data provided about the father
was incomplete.

Most families were two parent families, and only a
small percentage were single-parent families. The
Kohanga Reo had a larger percentage of single
parent families compared to the other centres,
while the percentage of two-parent families at
playcentre was slightly higher.

Some families lived on a small income, between
$5,000 to $20,000 gross in the 1989/90 year. The
majority of families lived on over $20,000 and up to
$40,000.

A trend in the data suggests that childcare parcnts
received a higher income and were better educated
at selool and tertiary levels, than parents at the
other centres. A slightly higher percentage of
kindergarten parents held professional or trade
qualincations than parents at other centres.

2 1)

Playcentre and kindergarten had higher turnovers
of children than the other centres, with a greater
percentage of children recently enrolled. Childcare
and kohanga parents used (had available to them) a
greater number of sessions.

Most children were Pakeha; few were Maori or
Pacific Islanders, except at the Kohanga Rec which
had the majority of Maori children.

All centres had some special needs children
attending. The range of special needs included
speech problems, hearing difficulties, weak muscle
problem, brain damage, food allergies, and
hyperactivity.

2.3.3 Staff

A total of 32 staff participated (86.49% of
recognized and paid staff at the eleven centres). A
high percentage of childcare staff (56.2%) are
represented in the total sample as staff-lhild ratios
were lower at other centres. Three staff from a
playcentre (that employed two supervisors)
responded. Both the past and the replacing
supervisor completed questionnaires because of a
change in staff during the month of data collection.
Table 2 shows statistical details about the staff
sample.
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TABLE 2.

Staff Characteristics

Kindergarten Childcare Playcentre Kohanga Total
n % n % n % n % n %

Total Staff 8, 25.0 18, 56.2 4, 12.5 2, 6.3 32, 100

Sex
Male none 1, 5.6 none none 1,

Female 8, 100.0 17, 94.4 4, 100.0 2, 100.0 31, 97
Parenthood Status
Yes, have child(ren) 6, 75.0 14, 77.8 4, 100.0 2, 100.0 26, 81

No 2, 25.0 4, 22.2 none none 6, 19

_

ynclei_21ears none 1, 5.6 none none 1,

20 - 25 years none 3, 16.7 none none 3,

26 - 30 years 1, 12.5 2, 11.1 none none 3, 9

31 - 35 years 2, 25.0 2, 11.1 3, 75.0 none 7, 22
36 40 years 3, 37.5 3, 16.7 none 1, 50.0 7, 22
41 - 45 years 1, 12.5 6, 33.3 none none 7, 22
Over 45 years 1, 12.5 1, 5.6 1, 25.0 1, 50.0 4, 13

Ethnic Grou .
Pakeha - NZ'er 8, 100.0 15, 833 4, 100.0 none 27, 84
Maori none 1, 5.6 none 2, 100.0 3, 9

Other none 2, 11.1 none none
Hai nest School ugaNIcations
None none 4, 22.2 1, 25.0 2, 100.0 7, 22

School Certificate 1 12.5 5, 27.8 none none 6, 19

6th or 7th Form qual. 7, 1373 9, 50.0 3, 75.0 none 19, 59
Hi est Childhood I Manion

one none 6, 33.3 none 2, 100.0 8, 25
Overseas qual. none 2, 11.1 none none 2, 6

Primary Teachers none 1, 5.6 none none 1, 3

Playcente Certificate none 1, 5.6 3, 75.0 none 4 13

Certificate in ECE none Z 11.1 lione none 2, 6

N.Z.C.A. Certificate none 2, 11.1 none none 2, 6

N.Z.F.K.U. Diploma 8, 100.0 4, 22.2 1, 25.0 none 13, 41
Number of Months at Present Centre
Jnder 1 month 1, 12.5 none none none 1,

1 to 6 months none 1, 5.6 1, 25.0 none 2, 6

7 to 12 months 1, 12.5 4, 22.2 1, 25.0 1, 50.0 7, 22
13 to 24 months 1, 12.5 6, 33.3 2, 50.0 none 9, 28

25 to 36 months 25.0 4, 22.2 none none 6, 19

over 36 months 3, 37.5 3, 16.7 none 1, 50.0 7, 22

The staff were women, except for one man who was
employed at a childcare centre. Most staff were
parents.

The majority of staff were over 30 years of age. The
widest spread in ages was amongst childcare staff,
and childcare staff tended to be younger in age than
staff at the other centres.

Most staff were New Zealanders: Fakeha and some
were Maori. A very small percentage of staff were
immigrants from countries such as Canada and
A merica.
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Their level of school attainment varied. All
kindergarten teachers had some kind of school
qualification, whereas all kohanga kaiako and about
one quarter of childcare and playcentre staff had
none.

One quarter of all staff held no recognized early
childhood pre- or inservice training qualification.
Kindergarten and playcentre staff were all qualified
but not all childcare staff and no kohanga staff.

The lower percentage of qualified staff in childcare
may be linked to their younger age and lower levels
of high school academic achievement.

The older age, no high school qualifications and
early childhood qualifications amongst kohanga
staff reflects the emphasis in Te Kohanga Reo
kaupapa (philosophy) on Maori language fluency
and life/cultural knowledge and experience as key
requirements rather than formal paper
qualifications.

Staff do not tend to stay for long at their centres.
Only seven staff (22%) had stayed for more than
three years. The longest staying staff member was a
kindergarten head teacher who had been at her
centre for six years.

2.3.4 Experts

"Expert", for the purpose of the study, is a name
which will be used to descnbe people who are
recognized by nature of their work or public role to
have academic, professional, or administrative
expertise. They can be involved in areas such as
staff training, research, advising or implementing
government policies.

A total of 35 experts from throughout New Zealand
were asked to participate. Two did not respond and
surprisingly, 47 completed questionnaires were
received. This was because some of the experts
known to Sarah passed on copies of their
questionnaire and letter about the study to others
who were known to them.

Their different positions or roles were as follows:

University or College teaching
staff member

(n = 14, 29.8%)

Early Childhood Development (n = 10, 21.3%)
Unit
Field adviser/Staff trainer (ri rt 6, 12.8%)
Full-time researcher (n = 4, 8.5%)
Ministry of Education staff (n = 4. 8.5%)
Education Review Office staff (n = 3, 6.4%)
Government policy adviser (n = 1, 2.1%)
Established reputations but not in (n = 5,
any above position

10.6%)

Most experts were Pakeha (n = 39, 83%) and some
were Maori (n = 3, 6.4%). A small number were
from other ethnic groups (n = 5, 10.6%), such as
Samoan and English.. Only two men responded
(4.3%). The majority of respondents were parents
(n = 41, 87.2%). On average they had been
involved in the early childhood field for a long time
(X = 18 years, Std Dev. 9 years).

Not all experts held an early childhood training
qualification (n = 10, 21.3%). A few were trained
primary school teachers (n = 4, 8.5%). The
majority, though, were trained in the early
childhood field: Kindergarten Diploma (n = 16,
34%), Playcentre Certificate (n = 14,29.8%), New
Zealand Childcare Association Certificate (n = 2,
43%), or an overseas early childhood qualification
(n = 1, 2.1%).

Experts tended to be in contact with most early
childhood groups including Te Kohanga Reo and
Pacific Island Language nests (n = 21, 44.7%).
Some were only in contact with kindergartens,
playcentres, and childcare centres (n = 10 21.3%),
and a few only with either kindergarten (n = 4,
8.5%), playcentre (n = 4, 8.5%), or childcare (n =
4, 8.5%). One expert did not have, or maintain,
contact with any centres.



2.4 Data Collection Methods
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Three methods of data collection were used:
questionnaires, face-to-face discussions amongst
representatives from the centres, and observational
assessment of centre quality. Note that a Maori
research co-worker, Karina, was employed to carry
out all phases of the research in the Kohanga Reo,
including the preparation and presentation of a
paper on the findings. As a mother and a member
of the whanau of a Kohanga Reo she was familiar
with Kohanga Reo and accepted by parents and
staff.

2.4.1 Questionnaires

Two draft questionnaires, one for staff and one for
parents, were prepared after a review of the
research literature and a scan of recent relevant
public policy documents and articles written by
people in the early childhood field. The
questionnaires underwent several reviews, by Sarah,
her university supervisors, and the director of the
University Nursery School Association.
Modifications were made for Kohanga Reo after a
review by Karina indicated the need for changes to
some of the language to ensure clarity of concepts
and questions, and to replace some English nouns
with Maori words (for example, food become kai,
and children became tamariki).

The questionnaires werc divided into three
sections.(1)

The first section contained a mixture of open-ended
questions (to encourage detailed responses), and
partially-closed questions (to enable some
quantifying of responses). Staff were asked about
their work experiences, and parents were asked
about their experiences of the centre and staff.
Both staff and parents were asked questions on
what they were most and least happy with about
their centre and to descnbe a good-quality early
childhood centre.

(1) Appendix la contains the parent questionnaire,
Appendix lb contains section one and three of the
staff questionnaire which differed from the parent
questionnaire, and Appendix lc contains part of the
experts questionnaire that was not in common with
other questionnaires.

^

The second section asked parents and staff to rate
the individual importance of a list of goals and
possible criteria of good-quality centres using a four
point rating scale of "4" = important, "3" important,
"2" moderately important, and "1" = not xortant.
They were also asked to rate how well their centre
met each of the various possible criteria of good-
quality using a three-point scale of "3" = met, "2" =
partially met and "1" = not met".

The list of quality criteria were mostly derived from
an extensive review of the empirical literature.
Some were obtained from an analysis of the 1989
charter guidelines for required content in charters
and expected practices (namely: biculturalism,
staffing policies, provision for children with special
needs, and parent/community involvement).
Discussions with people in the early childhood field
also provided some New Zealand specific indicators
of quality (namely: parent education and home-
visiting).

The third section asked demographic and
background information on the respondents.

The experts' questionnaire contained questions
asking them to rate the importance of various
quality criteria (the same criteria also listed in the
parent and staff questionnaires) and to provide
some demographic and background information
about themselves.

2.4.2 Group discussions

Three evening meetings of parent, staff and
management representatives from the
kindergartens, playcentres, and childcare centres
were organized as part of the larger study.
Management representatives were either directors,
proprietors or committee members. Usually at
least one parent or committee representative and
one (often two) staff/directors from each centre
attended. Time was allocated for discussions on
what constituted good-quality programmes and
services in the nine centres represented.
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Two ccntres, the Kohanga Reo, were not :nvolved
because the evening meetings also focused on
experiences of chartcr development which was not
relevant to Te Kohanga Reo at the time. Time
constraints for carrying out and completing the
study have meant that only questionnaire survey
data from Kohanga Reo parents and kaiako was
obtained. Although permission from the District
Trust (who informed the Southland Island
members of the Taurima team and the National
Trust) was given early on in the study, permission to
study was not granted by each whanau committee
until after the second discussion meeting and some
six months (half-way) into data collection process.

2.4.3 Observation instrument

An observational assessment instrument (called the
Quality Review Checklist: QRC) was developed
using the same quality criteria that were listed in
parent, staff, and expert questionnaires. The
written format was based on the Centre
Accreditation Instrument developed by the
National Association for the Education of Young
Children in the United states. A copy of the QRC
is contained in Appendix 2a.

The QRC was drafted only for use in kindergarten,
playcentre, and childcare centre settings. The
quality assessment eriter;a were categorized into
five sections in the QRC instrument: Children's
Happiness, Health, Hygiene and Safety;
Programme, Staffing, and Links with Parents,
Family and Community. Item definitions were
written to provide guidance on what to observe and
to help to ensure consistency of rating decisions
across centres and raters.

A set of interview questions for parents and another
for staff members in charge were compiled and
included as part of the QRC instrument. Asking
parents and staff some direct questions seemed to
be the only way to confirm observations and to find
out information about aspects that were not easily
observable (e.g. the quality of parent-staff
relationships). In addition, direct questioning was
considered necessary to fill the gaps in observation
notes when certain things can not be observed at
the time for reasons such bad weather (limiting
observation of out-door play) or no new children
starting (limiting observation of settling-in
procedures).

Centrcs were to be rated on a four-point rating
scale, of "4" = fully met, 3 = mostly met, "2" =
partially met, and "1" = not met, on t.he 56 different
criteria contained in the QRC after observations
and interviews.

The QRC was piloted by a childcare director who
completed it and noted any comprehension and
implementation problems. The QRC was also
piloted by Sarah and a co-observer (Trish Inder) at
the same childcare centre for one full-day. The
reliability of their ratings was reasonably high (78%
agreement). The QRC was revised based on
piloting.
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2.5 Data Collection Process

2.5.1 Time-line for data colkction

1989 December
- Pamphlet descnbing study sent out to

centres.
- Further meetings with representative

organizations.
- Negotiations to study successful at ten

kindergartens, childcare centres, and
playcentres (one childcare centre withdraw
from the section of the study presented in
this report)

1990 February/March
- Parent and staff questionnaires distributed

and collected at kindergartens, playcentres,
and childcare centres.

- First research centre-group meeting at
University.

April/August
Second approach to Kohanga Reo and
permission by whanau at two kohanga
granted.

- Second research centre-group meeting at
University.

- Questionnaires distributed at the Kohanga
Reo and Maori research co-worker spent
time at each Kohanga Reo.

September
- Observation of centres.
- Experts questionnaires distributed.

October
- Follow-up meetings with head staff members

to compare observation ratings.

November
- Third research centre-group meeting at

University.

December 1991
- Final report of results submitted to the
Ministry of Education.

2.5.2 Questionnaires

Experts were posted a survey questionnaire, a
covering letter explaining the study, and a stamped
addres.sed envelope for the return of the
questionnaire.

The head staff person or nominated person at the
kindergartens, childcare centres and playcentres
took responsibility for handing out parent and staff
questionnaires and collecting completed ones. An
envelope was attached to each questionnaire for thc
respondent to place their completed questionnaire
in and seal for confidentiality. Parents were asked
to return their questionnaire within a three week
period. Sarah kept in telephone contact with the
head staff person and periodically collected
questionnaires as they were received.

Response rates at two childcare centres were very
low at the end of the three week time limit.
Permission was sought from the managers and head
staff members to approach families again by
individually posting them a questionnaire with a
request to participate. An improved response rate
occurred. Approximately three times the number
of completed questionnaires were received through
the second approach.

Discussions with Maori University teachers
suggested a more personal approach to data
collection would be culturally appropriate in the
two Kohanga Reo. The secretary of the city
Kohanga Reo arranged a whanau meeting at which
parents (as a group) could discuss the questionnaire
and any queries could be answered. However, only
four parents attended this meeting and another
meeting was not able to be arranged because the
secretaly had expressed difficulty in finding a time
convenient to parents. Sarah attended this meeting
because Karina was unable to make it. Feedback
after the meeting suggested that parents would be
more receptive to Karina, as a Maori woman, and
we decided that it would be best for only Karina to
collect the data. After a few weeks, Karina
negotiated to spend about a week helping in the
programme. The intention of doing this was to
enable any assisting parents to take time out from
their duties to complete a questionnaire. Feedback
suggested that her time and assistance at the
kohanga was welcomed, but she obtained only four
more completed parent questionnaires and one
kaiako (teacher) questionnaire.



18

The whanau committee of thc semi-nual Kohanga
Rco indicated that it was not necessary for Karina
to make daily trips out because the secretary would
take responsibility for distnbuting questionnaires.
A few weeks later when Karina phoned she learnt
that this had not been done. She suggested that it
would help to spend a couple of days with them,
which the secretary and kaiako agreed with. Four
completed parent questionnaires and one kaiako
questionnaire were received.

2.5.3 Group discussions

The relevant questions centre representatives were
asked to discuss in their sub-groups according to
their type of centre and later in a whole group
situation, were:

- how do you define a "good-quality" early
childhood centre"? and,

- what cilaracteristics define the special quality
of your type of centre, that is, the features
that are valued and unique to your particular
service?

Sub-groups were asked to nominate a member to
keep a written record of group discussion as part of
the data collection process. Whole group
discussions were tape recorded using two recorders
and long-range microphones placed near the front
and to one side of the room. All particirants knew
that tape-recorders were being used and that the
purpose of this was to free Sarah to give full
attention to listening to and facilitating discussion
rather than hying to write it all down.

2.5.4 Quality Review Checklist

The QRC was implemented ncar the end of the
data collection process. Sarah telephoned the head
staff members of the kindergartens, playcentres,
and childcare centres to explain that a method of
observing centre quality was being developed and
could she and a co-observer spend some time
observing and asking questions at their centre.

Each centre was observed from the start of sessions
(to observe arrival routines) until the end of
sessions. Sarah and Trisch adopted c casual
appearance and approach. They often joined in
and played with the children or chatted with staff.
The QRC rating sheets were sometimes carried
around by them to make on the spot ratings, but
they took the role of "students" (which they both
were) rathei than "assessors" to reduce possible
effects on the "normal" programme and participant
behaviour. They usually withdrew to the staff-room
or to a playroom corner to make their ratings -cid
write notes on their observations.

Five parents were approached (trying to include at
least one father, and grandparent or nanny) and
asked some quick questions about the centre and
how they found it. Sarah and Tdsch jointly
interviewed parents, and recorded their responses
on copies of the QRC interview sheets. The staff
member in charge (and any other staff members if
they wished to join in) were interviewed during
their lunch-hour and at the end of thc day. Trilch
and Sarah met after observing at each centre and
consolidated their ratings of centre quality to
provide a single rating on each QRC criteria.

After observations were completed, head staff
members were given a copy of the QRC instrument
and asked to rate their own centre on the criteria.
All, except one childcare centre director did this.
The childcare centre director initially said she would
but after a number of phone calls and a follow-up
visit she explained that she did not have the time to
do it.

A profile of each centre's quality was prepared to be
shared and discussed with staff (see Appendix 2b for
an example). Sarah returned to each centre and
discussed the process, and differences and
similarities in observation ratings and their ratings
with the head staff member (and any other staff).
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Questionnaire data was analysed in two ways. For
the open questions lists of responses under each
question were prepared, categories were
established, and responses were grouped and
counted. Quantitative data was coded and
statistically analysed using SSPSx on the university
VAX computer.

Means, standard deviations and percentages were
obtained on the demographic data for experts, staff
and parents. Means and standard deviations were
obtained for questionnaire data on goals, item
ratings of quality importance, ratings of centres on
these and QRC observation scores.

1-test and one-way analysis of variance procedures
were used to test for the statistical significance of
respondents' mean ratings of the importarce of
goals and criteria of a good-quality centre. The
Scheffe' procedure was used to test for significant
differences between two or more groups (parents,
staff, and experts, or different types of centres). It
was used because it is a conservative test, requiring
larger group mean differences than any other
multiple comparison method for simple contrasts.
It is particularly appropriate when groups have
widely differing numbers of cases.

The mean parent and staff ratings of the
importance of the different quality criteria for each
centre were correlated with their centre's mean
QRC scores.

Data analysis was on-going during the research
process as opportunities were built-in for reciprocal
feedback between Sarah and the study participants.
At the final ( mitre group discussion meeting,
participants were given a written summary of data
collected from the first two meetings. Sarah made
corrections and added to it during discussion. The
kindergartens, playcentres, and childcare centres all
received individual copies of parent questionnaire
results. Feedback from the centres was welcomed
and contrbuted towards writing the final report.

r) 7

The low parent response rate from the two
Kohanga Reo meant that feedback of data might
have too easily lead to the identification of
respondent's individual responses. A paper which
combined parent and kaiako responses from both
Kohanga Reo was prepared and given to the
kohanga. Note that in the Results Section, analysis
of variance figures for the Kohanga Reo sample
might be somewhat misleading and should be
interpreted with caution because of large
differences in the size of sample groups.
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Chapter Three

Findin ,s

3.1 Parents' and Staff
Choices, Activities, and Needs

3.1.1 Parents' knowledge of services
and centre selection

For the majority of parents (n = 115, 51.6%) word-
of-mouth was the primary means by which they first
heard about their centre. Friends, neighbours,
casual acquaintances, and the local diary owner
were sources of information.

A number of parents (n = 47, 21.7%) did not find
out about their centre through someone else.
These parents lived in the area, noticed the centre
when passing during their travels, or they had
always known about it for as long as they could
remember.

A small percentage of parents (n = 26, 11.7%) were
referred to their centre. A few parents were
recommended to enrol by their child's plunket
nurse or doctor. However, most referrals were
made by staff at other centres. For example, one
parent was referred to her present childcare centre
because her child was child was too young to start
kindergarten. Some referrals were made between
kindergartens, when this was needed by parents to
ensure quick entry on to the roll of a kindergarten
in their new area.

Advertisements, such as a poster on a supermarket
noticeboard, were cited by some parents (n = 15,
6.7%) as the means by which they first heard about
their centre. Some parents (n = 11, 5%) were
initially told about their centre by members of their
family, such as sisters or uncles. Other parents
mentioned that they knew about their centre before
they had needed to enrol at it, for example a parent
visited her present centre as part of a university
assignment some years earlier (n = 7, 3.1%).

Just over half of the parents (n = 117, 52.5%)
looked at other cenacs first and the rcminder did
not explore other options. One centre, a
playcentre, was located in a rural township and no
early childhood centres were available within that
township; although in the main city (fifteen to
twenty minutes by car) there was a selection of
different early childhood services.

Factors of physical convenience, hours, and cost
were reasons behind many parents' selection of a
particular centre (n = 120, 53.8% parents). A
number of parents decided on their centre after
visiting it and liking what they saw (n = 104, 46.6).
For example, what pleased two different parents
were the "friendly peopie" and "lots of good toys".

Reasons for deciding upon their centre, mentioned
by smaller numbers of parents, were a short waiting
list or immediate vacancies (n = 29, 13%), and
personal recommendation from other parents who
had used it (n = 22, 9.9%).

3.1.2 Parent's child care needs

The majority of families (n = 161, 72.2%) relied
only on their centre and used no other form of
formal child care assistance.

Families who used an additional form of child care
(n = 60, 27%) did so fo:- reasons of giving their
child additional education opportunities or because
the;r centre's hours were not long enough, for
example:

- one kindergarten parent in full-time paid
employment took her child to a childcare
centre when the kindergarten closed for
holidays;
another kindergarten parent took her child
to a Montessori centre for a few sessions a
week because it provided "a better style of
pre-school education";

- a playcentre parent had a private child-
minder come to her home on a regular basis
"to preserve my sanity";

- a kohanga parent took her child to a Tongan
Language nest to learn to speak Tongan; and

- a childcare parent took her child to a family
day-carer for part of the week because her
child was "too young to be in a group
situation full-time and individual care is
important".
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3.1.3 Parents' activities

So what do parents tend to do whilst thcir child is at
centre? They mainly stayed at home and did
activities such as housework or catching up on sleep
(n = 139, 623%). Many also worked or attended
further education classes (n = 110, 49.3%). Some
spent time at their centre helping or observing (n =
65, 29.1%), and some engaged in leisure activities
such as visiting friends and attending aerobics
classes (n = 36, 16.1%).

A large number of childcare and kohanga parents
worked outside of the home or were involved in
doing some kind of educational study (n = 50,
90.9%; and n = 10, 83.3% respectively). The
majority of ldndergarten parents usually stayed at
home or participated in leisure activities (n = 107,
82.3%). Playcentre parents tended to stay at their
centre (n = 20, 76.9%).

3.1.4 Nature of parent involvement

Approximately one quarter of the parents (n = 55,
24.7%) did not state any involvements with their
centre. All kohanga parents and playcentre parents
had some kind of involvement whereas not all
childcare and kindergarten parents had (n = 21,
38.2%, and n = 34, 26.2%, respectively).

Of the parents who had some kind of involvement
(n = 168, 753%) this usually took the forms of:

- helping in the programme (n = 109, 48.9%,,
- regularly attending meetings (n = 66,

29.5%),
- providing occasional inputs such as donation

of material,
- helping on working-bees and raffle-selling

(n = 51, 22.9%),
- occasionally attending meetings (n = 30,

13.5%), and
- being a staff member or manager of their

centre (n = 6, 2.7%).

Playcentre and kohanga parents mainly provided
assistance as helpers in the programme (n = 23,
88.5%; and n = 8, 66.7% respectively) and regularly
attended parent meetings (n = 22, 84.6%; and n =
4, 50% respectively).

Some kindergarten and childcare parents
mentioned factors that limited their involvement,
such as having:

- recently started at their centre (n = 22),

- younger children at homc to care for (n =
10),

- no time to be involved (n = 5), and
- no transport to attend meetings at night (n =

3).
One kindergarten parent mentioned that he had
decided not to be involved at committee level
because it was female dominated. A childcare
parent said that she had resigned from being a
member of the management committee because it
was too much work and the committee was not
supported enough by the parcnts.

3.1.5 Staff reasons for working in the
field

Staff responses to the question of why they chose to
work in the early childhood field suggest that they
tend to be self-motivated and dedicated people.
Reasons relating to personal satisfaction were
mentioned most often (n = 27, 84.4%), for
example:

"I enjoy working with children and get great
satisfaction working alongside them"
(childcare worker),

"Can't fail in my attempts at art and
creativity. Enjoy the company of other
women" (childcare worker),

"I enjoy the close contact with parents"
(kindergarten teacher),

"Initially because of an interest in young
children and I have continued in this field
because of the job satisfaction" (childcare
director).

Many staff (n = 15, 46.9%) were committed to their
work because they believed in the importance of it,
for example two staff members wrote:

"A very challenging area knowing that we
form the base for fiaure education,"
(kindergarten teacher)

"I believe that appropriate quality childcare is
of sign:Nan: value to young children and of
utmost importance to parents." (childcare
manager)

Some staff (n = 10, 31,3%) valued their work
because it provided various opportunities for
persona! development. Herc is what staff from two
different centres said:
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"I brought a child to playcentre, found out
about training completed it, took up
vacancy for supervisor in own centre. Find
work stimulating" (playcentre supervisor),

"Develop own personal interest in preschool
education. Develop knowledge of education,
management skills, communicating and
working with families" (kindergarten head
teacher).

Two staff (6.3%) mentioned that they worked in the
early childhood field for financial reasons. One
playcentre supervisor elaborated by stating that the
"pocket money is good".

Limited or no other work choices, given their
personal circumstances, were descnbed by two staff
members as the main reason why they worked in
the early childhood field (6.3%). One staff member
stated that her work hours fitted in with her
commitments to be at home with her family at
certain times. A kaiako's daughter was attending
the Kohanga Reo and it was therefore convenient
for her to be working at the same place.

3.1.6 Staff duties

Early childhood staff had quite varied duties and
wide ranging responsibilities depending upon their
type of centre and whether they had a leadership or
assistant role.

Staff in kindergartens and playcentres reported that
their main responsibilities were:

- setting up the environment and activities for
children,

- ensuring that sessions ran smoothly,
- talking with parents, and
- directing or assisting parent-helpers.

Some childcare staff also listed these same
responsibilities, and all childcare staff stated that
they carried out one or more of the following tasks:

- caring for children's physical needs,
- cooking and keeping their centre clean,
- working with a group of children in a specific

age-group, and
- planning activities for specific groups of

children.
Across the centres, head staff members descnbed
further responsibilities of:

- drawing up staff rosters,
- keeping a check on children's hours,
- making budget decisions or liaising between

staff and committee in administrative and
budget decisions,

- organizing social events for families and/or
staff, and

- liaising with special services and schools.
The kaiako at the Kohanga Reo listed thcir
responsibilities as:

- ensuring children's safety,
- caring for children's physical needs, and
- promoting their learning of Maori language.

3.1.7 Satisfaction with working
conditions

Although staff clearly had a high level of personal
commitment to their work, many staff wrote about
dissatisfactions with their conditions. Except for one
playcentre supervisor and one kaiako, all other staff
replied that "yes" their working conditions had not
always been, or were not now, totally satisfactory.

Not all staff explained their concern(s), but of the
staff who did these were about the need for:

- reassurance that her job was safe (1 childcare
director),

- a solution to a wages grievance (1 childcare
staff member),

- clarification of conditions of employment (1
playcentre supervisor and 1 childcare staff
member),

- general improvements in work conditions (3
kindergarten teachers and 6 childcare staff),

- greater awareness amongst adults that Te
Reo Maori (the language) should be spoken
in the centre (1 kohanga kaiako),

- management's understanding of the negative
effects on staff of proposed changes to the
management structure (1 childcare director),

- mutual support between staff (3 childcare
staff and 1 kindergarten teacher),

- parents to recognize that staff have needs of
their own e.g. that children shouldn't be left
over the !um 1-hour (1 kinderoarten
teacher),

- improvemer, in staff ability to ensure
adequate child supervision due to a problem
of inadequate staffing in relation to the size
of the centre (1 kindergarten teacher), and

- the public to understand the poor working
conditions experienced by early childhood
staff (2 kindergarten teachers and 3 childcare
staff).



23

3.2 Goals

3.2.1 The relative importance of
different goals

TABLE 3.

Parent and Staff Ratings of the Importance of Various Goals for Early Education and Care.

Goals Parents Staff Significance
Mean (SD.) Mean (S.D.) T-Value p

1 Provide a safe and secure environment 3.90 (0.36) 4.00 (0.00) -4.29 .00

2 Promote development of self-confidence 3.86 (0.36)
3.82 (0.52)

3.97 (0.18)
4.00 (0.00)

-2.73
-5.31

01 *
.3. Provide warm loving care

4. Encoura e seer relationshi s 3.78 (0.46) 3.88 (0.34) -1.42 .16

5. Encourage independence 3.68 (0.59) 3.91 (0.18) -3.52 .00 *

6. Meet children's individual needs 3.56 (0.61) 4.00 (0.00) -10.79 .00

7. Promote language development 3.67 (0.59) 3.84 (0.37) -2.30 .03 *

8. Support children's individual
learning characteristics

3.44 (0.71) 3.93 (0.25) -7.34 . *

9. Promote motor-skill development 3.52 (0.62) 3.84 (0.37) -4.25 .

10. Work in partnership with parents 3.29 (0.78) 3.81 (0.40) -5.95 .00*

11. Promote aesthetic development 3.46 (0.70) 3.63 (0.66) -1.33 .19

12. Promote intellectual develo s ment 338 0.69 3.69 0.54 -2.96 .01*

13. Help children to relate to adults 3.19 (0.80) 3.53 (0.57) -3.02 00*

14. Promote own culture and language 2.88 (0.91) 3.70 (0.54) -7.09 .

15. Par nt sup ort and friendshi 2.97 0.85 3.60 0.50 -5.95 .00

16. Promote moral development 3.11 (0.921 3.10 (0.87) -0.09 .93

17. Parent education on child-rearing 2.51 (0.92) 3.44 (0.72) -6.57 .00*

18. Promote cultural awareness 2.53 (0.92) 3.34 (0.79) -532 .00*

19. Kee. children entertained 2.67 (0.92 1.91 (1.06 3.86 .00*

20. Foster compliance with social
expectations

2.36 (1.10) 1.97 (1.03) 1.98 .05

21. Teach pre-school skills 2.34 (0.95) 1.97O.03) 1.92 .06

22. Promote spiritual development 2.27 (1.02) 2.03 (0.91) 1.24 .22

' p < 05
The importance parents and staff attached to
different goals of early childhood education and
care, and statistically significant differences between
their mean ratings of importance is shown in Table
3 above.

All goals were rated as being of at least some
importance as indicated by parents' and staff mean
rating scores. None were rated as not important.

:3 1

There was least agreement among staff and parents
on just how important some goals were and this is
indicated by the large standard deviation (of over
.9) on these:

- teaching preschool skills,
- providing parent education on child-rearing,
- promoting spiritual development,
- fostering compliance with social expectations,
- keeping children entertained,
- promoting of cultural awareness, and
- promoting moral devdopment.
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Staff were consistent in their opinion on the level of
importance of three goals. All staff gave the
maximum rating of "4" to:

- providing warm loving care,
- providing a safe and secure environment, and
- meeting children's individual needs (e.g. for

more or less sleep than other children).

The mean parent and staff ratings on the following
goals indicate that these were the very most
important ones for them:

- providing a safc and secure environment,
- promoting children's self-confidence,
- providing warm loving carc,
- encouraging peer relationships, and

encouraging independence from
adults/parents.

Staff mcan rating of the goal of supporting
children's varied learning characteristics (i.e.
providing an individually developmentally
appropriate programme) is also very high.

Goals rated as being of only modest importance
according to parent and staff mean scores were:

- promoting cultural awareness,
- keeping children entertained,
- fostering children's compliance with

social/group expectations,
- preparing children for school through

teaching relevant pre-school skills, and
- promoting spiritual development.

Except for one goal, keeping children entertained
staff mean rating scores were significantly higher
than parents on 15 goals related to children's
education, socialisation and links with families. The
data, therefore, suggests that staff perceived goals
related to parent involvement, links with families,
and promotion of children's development as being
much more important than parents did. The early
childhood centre seems to be perceived more by
parents than by staff as a place where children are
left by them and minded by staff.

In contrast to parents' mean rating scores, staff
rated the following social-emotional goals as
significantly more important:

- providing a safe and secure environment,
- providing warm loving care,
- meeting children's individual needs,
- promoting children's self-confidence, and
- encouraging children's independence from

others.

Staff mean rating scores of educational goals were
also significantly different from parents and indicate
that staff placed greater importance on:

- providing an individually appropriate
programme,

- promoting language development,
- promoting intellectual development,
- promoting motor-skill development, and
- promoting cultural awareness.

On some goals related to links with parents and
family support staff mean ratings of importance
were significantly higher than parents:

- providing parent education,
- working in partnership with parents, and
- providing parents with support and

friendship.
This finding suggests that parents did not think that
the focus of the early childhood centre should
include (or be on) them as much as staff did.

Looking at the actual size (not the level of statistical
significance), of the differences between parent and
staff mean rating scores it is clear that the two
groups hold some quite different values. One goal.
keeping children entertained, tended to be given a
higher rating of importance by parents than by staff.
Goals that were much more important for staff than
parents (as indicated by a half or more mean point
difference) were:

- supporting children's individual learning
characteristics,

- working in partnership with parents,
- providing parent education, and
- promoting cultural awareness.

The almost identical parent and staff mean scores
on the goal of promoting moral development
suggests that parents and staff fully agree on the
extent to which this should be important.

3.2.2 The importance of different
i;oals between the centres

One-way analysis of variance was used to test for
statistically significant differences between the four
types of centres on parent and staff mean ratings of
goal importance. Parents' mean ratings on six goals
and staff mean ratings on four goals were
statistically significant at the .05 level. For these
goals the Scheffe' method was used to examine
pairwise contrasts between each of the four types of
centres.
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TABLE 4

Parents' Ratings of the Importance of Various Goals for Early Education and Care, and
Statistically Signi(icant Differences Between Centres

Goals Kindergarten
Mean (S.D.)

Childcare
Mean S.D.)

Playcentre
Mean (S.D.)

Kohns..
Mean (S.D.) p

ilkance
heffe

Safe and secure scttine 3.87 (0.42) 3.98 (0.14) 3.85 /(137) 3.92 (0.29) .22 one
Promote self-confidence 3.89 (0.32) 3.82 (0.43) 3.96 (0.20) 3.58 (0.52) .01 r. K > T
Provide warm loving carc 3.72 (0.64) 3.98 (0.13) 3.86 (0.33) 3.92 (0.29) .01 > K
Peer relationships 3.77 (0.00) 3.84 (0.37) 3.81 (0.49) 3.59 (0.67) .36 one
Encourage independence 3.72 (0.57) 3.62 (0.59) 3.76 (0.52) 3.33 (0.78) .13 onc
Meet children's needs 3.48 (0.66) 3.71 (0.46) 3.64 (0.57) 3.58 0.52) .11 I one
Lan! a e develo ment 3.68 (0.61) 3.64 0.59) 3.73 0.53) 3.58 0.52) .87 one
Individually appropriate
programme

3.36 (0.77) 3.55 (0.63) 3.56 (0.51) 4.00 (0.00) .19 one

Motor-skill development 3.50 0.64 3.63 (0.53) 3.52 (0.59) 3.17 (0.72) .12 I one
Partnership with parents 3.21 (0..8.(13.42(1:E)0) 3.46 (0.86) 3.25 1.06) .23 I one
Aesthetic development 3.43 (0.73) 3.48 (0.60) 3.50 (0.81) 3.58 (0.52) .87 t one
Intellectual develoment 3.39 (0.68) 3.44 (0.72) 3.31 (2174)_ 3.17 (0.77) .60 I one
Learn to relate to adults 3.05 (0.86) 3.46 (0.63) 3.27 (0.67) 333 (0.78) .01 > K
Promote own culture 2.73 (0.96) 3.11 (0.79) 3.04 (0.82) 4.00 (0.00) .01 one
Parent support /friendship 2.85 (0.91) 3.06 (0.73) 3.32 (0.63) 3.08 (0.90) .06 one
Moral development 3.20 (0.87) 3.04 (0.89) 2.96 (0.85) 3.00 (1.04) .84 one
Parent education 2.45 (0.94) 2.26 (0.76) 3.19 (0.85) 2.83 (0.94) .00 1 > C, K J
Cultural awareness 2.42 (0.91) 2.80 (0.93) 2.54 (0.86) 2.58(23 .08 I one
Keep children entertained 2.61 (0.94) 2.65 (0.89) 2.77 (0.95) 3.17 (0.72) .22 one
Foster compliance with

expectations
2.45 (1.05) 1.84 (1.03) 2.48 (1.12) 3.58 (0.67) .00 > K, C,

, K > C_ocial

Teach pre-school skills 2.40 (0.99) 2.22 (0.84) 2.12 (0.97) 2.67 (0.89) .25 one
Spiritual development 2.30 (1.06) 2.15 (0.82) 2.29 (1.17) Did not ask .65 I one

K = Kindergarten, C = Childcare Centre, P = Playcentre, T = Te Kohanga Reo

Table 4 shows some interesting and statistically
significant differences between kohanga parents
and other parent groups in terms of goals related to
socialisation. Note that fostering compliance with
goup expectations was rated significantly highcr in
importance by kohanga parents and promoting
children's self-confidence was rated significantly
lower.

Childcare parents' mean importance ratings were
significantly higher than kindergartcn parents on
the goals of providing children with warm loving
care, and opportunities to relate to with other
adults (namely caregivers). A reason why childcare
parents tended to rate these two goals higher than
kindergarten parents might be the longer hours that
children in childcare programmes spend with, and
in the carc of, staff.

In contrast to childcare parents, kindergarten
parents rated the goal of helping children learn to
be members of a group :i.e. to comply with social
norms of behaviour) as significantly more
important.

Parent education received a significantly higher
mean importance score by playcentre parents,
compared to kindergarten and childcare parents.
Pla:tentre parents obviously placed more
importance on parent education, and this may be
effected by the philosophy of the playcentre
movement. Parent support and friendship received
a significantly higher mean importance rating from
parents at playcentres than at kindergartens, which
suggests that playcentre parents viewed this as a
more important goal of the early childhood centre
than what kindergarten parents did.
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Table 5 shows that few significant pairwise
differences between staff mcan ratings across the
different ccntres wcre found. This indicates a high
level of agreement amongst staff from different
centres on the relative importance of their goals.
Although ratings by Kohanga Reo staff came out
higher than staff from other types centre on three
goals, theses siatistical differences sh..J be looked

TAB LE 5

upon with extreme caution because on some goals
only one of two kaiako provided a rating.

Staff Ratings of the Importance of Various Goals for Early Education and Care and Statistically
Significant Differences Between Centres

Goals Kinde arten Chiklren Pla centre Kohan , S ,: t ance
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.) ean . D. . Scheffe *

Safe and secure settin s 1!I 1.11 Al (I.n 4.00 0.00) ,.11 (ad
Promote self-confidence 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00. 3.75 0.50) 4.00 0.00) . 6 None
Provide warm lovin care 4.03 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00)
Peer relationships 4.00 (0.00 ' 83 0.39 3.75 (0.50) 4.00 0.00 . 5 None
Encoura e inde . endence 4.00 (0.00) 4.00 0.00) 3.25 (0.50 4.00 0.00) .00 K, C, T >
Meet children's needs 4.00 0.00) 4.00 0.00) 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00)
Lan_ ale develo . ment 4.00 0.00 3.89 0.32) 3.50 0.58 4.00 0.00 .07 None
Individually a ..ro nate ro amme 4.00 0.00 3.89 0.32 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .52 None
Motor-skill devlo ment 4.00 0.00 3.83 0.38 3.50 (0.58 4.00 0.00 .15 None
Partnershi with arents 3.88 0.35) 3.78 0.46 3.75 0.50 4.00 0.00 .84 None
. esthetic develo ment 3.38 1.06 3.72 0.46 3.50 0.58 4.00 0.00 .53 None
Intellectual develo.ment 3.75 0.46) 3.72 0.46 3.25 0.96 4.00 (0.60 .33 None

Ill I 4 3.50 034 3.61 030 .00 WA 4.00 0.00 .15 None
I. /I 61 t 4.00 0.11 11 3.67 0.59 3.25 0.50 0.00 (0.00 .06 None

Parent su.port and friendshi ; OW 3.67 0.49 330 0.58 4.00 0.00 35 None
Moral develo . me nt 3.25 1.04 3.06 (0.80 233 (0.58 4.00 0.00 .19 None
Parent education 3.50 0.54) 3.22 0.81 4.00 (0.00 4.00 0.00 .14 None
Cultural awareness 3.50 0.76 3.2E (0.67 3.00 1.41 4.00 0.00 .48 None
Kee . children entertained . 1 1.89 0.90 2.00 1.41 4.00 0.00 .01 T > K, C
Foster compliance with social ewectations I I . 611 2.00 0.97 1.75 0.96) 4.00 (0.00 .01 T > I( C

each re-school Mulls I ( . 61I 2.00 0.84 1.75 1.50 4.00 0.00 .01 T > K, C
S iritual develo ment 1.75 0.71 2.12 1.05) 2.25 0.50 Did not ask .58 None

* K = Kindergarten, C = Childcare, P = Playcentre, T = Te Kohanga Reo

On the goal of encouraging children's independence
(namely from their parents), playc%ntre parents'
mean importance score was significantly lower than
that of staff at the other centres. This indicates that
playcentre staff were probably not so worried about
encouraging independence in children. It aiso
reflects the more family atmosphere of playcentre
as all parents participated in the running of the
programme and in the operation of their centre
(see Section 3.1.4.).
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3.3 What is Important for
Good-Quality Early
Childhood Education and
Care

3.3.1 Definitions of a good-quality
centre

In their own unprompted words, parents and staff
werc asked to describe a good-quality centre. The
range and number of quality characteristics
mentioned was huge and can not all be reported
because of space limitations. Comments ranged
from a parent who wrote that a good-quality centre
is characterised by "staff being respected in the
community" to one who wrote that it would have "a
place set aside for mothers to breast-feed". The
different characteristics were sorted into eight
categories:

- children's happiness,
- safety health and hygiene,
- physiml environment,
- programme,
- management policies and practices,
- provisions for parents,
- centre-family relations, and
- centre-community relations.

Parents' descriptions overwhelmingly referred to
aspects associated with ensuring children's
happiness and the kind of programme that they
believed should be provided (n = 345, an average of
1.55 comments, and n = 311, an average of 139
comments per parent, respectively). Other quality
characteristics, related to ensuring children's safety,
health, and hygiene, a suitable physical
environment, good staffing, and good relationships
with parents and the community, were not
mentioned as frequently or in the same quantity by
parents.

Under the category of children's happiness the most
frequently mentioned characteristics were that:

- staff genuinely care about the children (n =
76, 34%),

- the centre has a happy, warm, friendly, or
homely atmosphere (n = 59, 26.45%),

- there is an emphasis on positive child
behaviour, such as children not swearing and
caring for those who are younger than
themselves (n = 42, 18.8%), and

- children's negative behaviour is handled
positively (n = 22. 9.8%), for example one
parent wrote, "there is no threat of physical
punishment by the teachers".

The most frequently mentioned characteristics of a
good-quality programme were a range of
stimulating activities for children (n = 51, 22.9%),
and sufficient play equipment and resources (n =
44, 19.7%).

A small number of parents considered that ideally a
centre should meet their needs, including: to meet
other parents (n = 2), and for understandie,2 of
family values (for example, not allowing their child
to participate in other children's birthday parties
beaiuse this wit.s against the family's religious belief)
(n = 11, 4.9%).

Quality characteristics related to management
policies and practices were mentioned by only a
small number of parents. A committee and staff
that works welt and harmoniously together (n = 11,
4.9%, was the main quality management
characteristic mentioned.

Some quality characteristics which the research
literature has shown to be key indicators of a good-
quality centre were mentioned by small numbers of
parents:

- a low turnover of staff (n = 10, 4.5%),
- trained staff (n = 11, 4.9%),
- a high ratio of staff to children (N r, 19,

8.5%),
- peer group stability (n = 1),

- parent involvement (n = 19, 8.5%),
- good centre-parent communication (n = 11,

4.9%),
- a focus on promoting children's development

(n = 23, 10.3%),
- a free-play programme (n = 22, 9.9%), and
- a physically safe environment (N = 42,

18.8%).

Staff descnbed many features that characterised a
good-quality centre for them, and particularly in the
categories of programme, children's happiness and
staffing (n = 65, an average of 2.03 comments; n =
54, an average of 1.69 comments; and n = 43, an
average of 1.03 comments per staff member). The
characteristics they referred to the most were:

- a focus on promoting children's development
in the programme (n = 18, 56%),

- a happy, warm, friendly or homely
atmosphere (n = 14, 43.7%),

- a physically safe environment (n = 11,
34.4%),
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- parents are made to feel welcome or
comfortable (n = 9, 28%), and

- children air made to feel secure and that
they can trust thc staff (n = 9, 28%).

A small number of staff dcscriptions contained
mention of the importance of features of
competent management (n = 3, 9.4%). Some staff
descriptions also contained references to staffing
characteristics as pertinent to centre quality:

trained staff (n = 3, 9.4%),
- staff who enjoy theirjob (n = 3, 9.4%),
- staff professionalism (n = 4, 12.5%),
- experienced staff (n = 1, 3.2%),
- fit and healthy staff (n = I, 3.2), and
- the continuing professional development of

staff (n = 4, 12.5%).

TABLE 6

Other structural quality indicators mentioned by
some staff, were:

- a low staff turnover (n = 2, 6.3%),
- a high staff/child ratio (n = 7, 21.9%),
- parent involvement (n = 6, 18.8%), and
- good centre-parent communication (n = 7,

21.9%).

3.3.2 Views on the importance of
various quality criteria

Parents, staff, and experts were asked to rate the
importance of various critcria of good-quality early
education and care. The findings arc presented in
Table 6 and discussed below.

Parent, Staff and Expert Importance Ratings of Different Criteria of Centre Quality

Criteria Parents Staff
Mean S.D.) Mean S.D.)

Si iacance
Scheffe'Children's Hap iness Mean S.D.

Staff show children they care about them 3.88 0.33 3.91 0.30) 3.92 0.28) .73 No differences
Staff are responsive to children 3.96 0.23) 4.00 0.00) 3.98 0.15) .44 No differences

here is a sensitive settlin -in rocess 3.73 0.57 3.94 0.25 3.89 0.32 .02 No differences
Stable .eer 1 ou 3.17 0.81) 3.81 0.40 2.89 0 i, 7) .00 S > P, E
Staff home-visit families 1.89 0.96 . I QM 2.21 0.60 .02 No differences
Payent contact encouraged 3.52 0.62

3.67 0.56
3.94 0.25
3.87 0.43I

3.87 0.34
3.70 0.59

.00

.17

S, E > P
No differencesChildren's physical needs are met

Excessivepunishment is not used 3.71 0.70) 3.68 0.91 3.89 0.49 .27 No differences

Home like .leasant atmos 'here 176 0.4 3.97 0.18 3.55 0.69 .00 P, S > E
Safe Health and H : ene
Clear pathwa between activities 330 0.71 3.78 0.42 3.23 0.70 .00 > P, E

o s and equipment safe/maintained 3.83 0.42 .9 OKA 3.91 0.28 .07 No differences

Children su ervised at all times 3.85 0.37 . MN 3.87 0.40 .22 No differences
Clean building, ncilities, to s 3.80 (0.42L 3.88 0.34 3.57 0,58 .00 P, S > E

[Personal h iene em .hasised/tau!ht 3.75 0.48 3.94 0.25 3.36 (0.67) .00

Staff model lood health/h l'ene habits 3.74 0.52 3.90 0.31 3.62 0.5 .07 No differences

Provisions for children when sick 3.31 (0.82) 3.61 0.76 3.62 0.67) .02 No differences

Parents notified of any infection/disease 3.54 (0.69 3.58 0.72 3.74 (0.,P) .16 No differences
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Ilr_go Famine

There is a written programme schedule 2.55 (1.02)
3.77_246)

3.07 (1.03)
3.88 0.42)

3.07 (0:92)
3.67 0.56

.01

.13

S, E > P
No differencesStimtst_g_p_Lfilla activities

pro a._E.!nme based on child/fmii_luweds 3.12 (0.81) 3.58 (0.72)
3.91 0.30

3.85 S0.42)
3.77 0.43

.00

.04

S. E > P
No differencesSuffic_i mei_itonaterials 3.68 0.52)

Developmentally appropriate activities 3.79 (0.41) 3.97 0.18 4.00 (ROO) .00 S, E > P
Balance child and staff initiated activities 3.56 (022)

3.68 (0.53)
324(0.51)
3.75 (0.67)

3.76 (0.48)
3.89 (0.31)

.03

.03

No differences
E > pBalance of indoor/outdoor activities

Individual, small & large group activities 3.64_(0:53).
3.53 (0.78)

3.91 (0.30) 3.66 0.64) .03 S > P
Provisions for special needs 3.79 (0.41)

3.75 0.76)
3.71 i(1.64).

3.72 (0.46)
3.75 (0.76)
3.53 (1.04)
3.77 (0.56)

3.89 (0.31
3.72 (0.45)
3.9'2 (0.31)
3.59 (9.83)
3.69 (0.51)
3.64 '0.56)
3.11 (0.2))

.00

.00

.00

.00

.01

.72

.00

E > P
S. E > P
S. .: P

Cultural awareness promoted 3.10 (0.84)
2,77 1.00)

3.14_(0.2.2)
3.42 (0.81)
3.55 (0.71)

Biculturalism ^mmoted
Family values and customs supported S. E > P

No differences
No differences
$ > P, E

Non-sexist (incl. behaviour & language)
Staff join children in their play
Reek_ir outin excursions 3.16 (pla__p_rId
F:o_r_inatimme evaluations 3.50 (0.65) 3.75 (0.51' 3.81 0.49 .00 E > p
Stain,

3.55 0.72
.

3.53 0.67 3.77 0.47 .12 No differences

'arenthood e. .erience 2.41 (1.07) 2.38 1.19 2.09 1.11) .20 o differences

Staff experienced with children 3.70 0.56)

3.92 0.29)

3.72 0.52)
3.97 0.18

3.68 (0.52)_
3.89 0.13

.96

.51

No differences
No differencesStaff are warm and caring_people

Staff work together as a team 3.85 036 3.94 0.27 3.89 0.31 .31 No differences

Staff meet to la__.nr_p_mrne
Good staff leadership

3.67 032
3.73 (01,11_
3.45 (0.75)
3.34 0.73

3.51 0.72

3.83 0.46
3.94 0.25
3.53 (2.67)
3.42 0.77
3 5 (0.78)

3.85 0.42 .04 No differences
3.77 0.48
3.68 (0.47)
3.43 (0.68
3.45 (0.93)

.10

.12

.88

.23

No differences
No differences

o differences
o differences

Itegliabrr undertake refresher training_
Stability in staffing
Professionalism is considered importa...2t.32_9_((L)/39
Provisions for staff in the environment 3.63 0.94 3.49 0.62 .68 o differences

Group siz, 3.75 (0.4$1)

22...12(0.28)
3.94 0.25
3.84 0.3

3.83 038
3.94 0.25

.08

.

o differences
, E > PIlighi_atio ofstaff to children

ParerIktA_'a_m and Communi Involvement
Parents and families made welcome 3.73 (0.51) 3.94 (0.2_51

3.47 (0.57)
3.61 0.62

3.98 (0.15)._
3.02 (0.68)
3.34 0.73

.00

.02

21

E > P
S > E

o differences
Communitmvolvement supported 3.26 (0.76)
'Outside professional assistance used 339 (0.73)
Informed about philosophy & practices 3.41 (0.70)

2.61 (0.98)

3.77 (0.43 3.79 ...(0242)

3.4.-1 0.69
.00

.00

S. E > P
S, E > PParer_ it eductunities provided ..)..i8 0.56

parents, regarded as joint partners 3.42 (0.79 3.91 030) 3.87 (0.34 .00 S, E > P
Parents *oin in decision-making 3.45 0.72 3.72 0.52 3.75 0.44 .00 E > P
Friendship and support for parents _321_1_.(0.76)19.4

330 (0.80)
2.22 1.02

(0.25)
3.4.: '0.80)

3.62 (0.54)
3.63 (0.53)

.00

.03

S > P
E > PChild progress/activitytuorts

Provisions for eareils_L_Ienvironment 3 ' .`.79) 3.23 '0.66 .00 S. E > P
* P = Parents, S = Staft, E = Experts

There was not much agreement amongst members
of all three goups (staff, parents, experts) on the
level of importance of four criteria as indicated by
large standard deviations:

- staff are parents,
- a written programme schedule exists,
- staff carry out home-visiting, and
- staffprofessionalism.

r

In . ''tion, parents' ratings differed widely on the
importance of provisions for them and the
promotion of biculturalism. Staff opinions on the
level of importance of non-excessive punishment
and whether they should join in on children's play
varied considerably.
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Some criteria of good-quality early education and
care were obviously of greater importance than
others to all three groups (parents, staff, and
experts). According to parents, staff and experts it
seems to be most important that:

- staff ar responsive to children (e.g. to their
social bids, to their feelings),

- activities are developmentally appropriate,
- toys and equipment are safe and kept well

maintained,
- staff show children they care about them,
- children are supervised at all times,
- staff work together as r
- staff are warm and carin,
- parents and families are made to feel

welcome, and
- group size (children attending) is not tco big.

Each of the nine criteria have combined group
mean importance score of 3.70 and above.

It is also apparent by looking at the mean
importance rating scores foi each group that two
criteria were considered to be of only modest
importance:

- staff are parents themselves, and
- staff visit families and children at home.

In addition, staff and experts, but not parents, rated
a written programme schedule as being of moderate
importance.

To see if there were any systematic differences in
mean importance rating scores between the groups
analysis of variance was carried out. On the 34
criteria with a F value significant at the 0.05 level,
the Scheffe' procedure was used to identify pairwise
differences. A large number of pairwise differences
were found and these are shown in the
"Significance" column of Table 6.

Most pairwise differences were between parents
and staff-experts. The following criteria, related to
ensuring home-centre continuity children and
promoting links with parents and families, were
rated significantly lower in importance by parents
compared to both parents and experts:

- carrying out home-visiting,
- basing the programme wound child and

family needs/interests,
- supporting family values/customs in the

programme,
- informing parents about programme

philosophy and practices,
- providing parent education,
- working in partnership with parents, and
- providing for parent's needs in the centre

environment.

In addition, parents' mean rating scores were
significantly lower than experts' on the criteria of:

- making parents and families feel welcome,
- involving parents in decision-making, and
- providing parents with information about

their children's activities and progress.
Parents' mean rating of the extent to which being
provided with support and friendship is an
important criteria of good-quality centre was
significantly lower than the staff mean rating.

In contr,st to staff and experts, parents tendency to
away' Aver importance rating to quality criteria
rel. _d .I) ensuring home-centre continuity and
promoting links with families seems to be linked
with the also lower level of importance they
attached to such goals (see Section 3.2.1). This
suggests that parents viewed the early childhood
centre as a place that is more for their children than
for themselves. Staff and experts, on the other
hand, gave more importance to parents being part
of the early childhood centre and closer ties
between the centre an-I children's home.

Parents' mean rating scores were also significantly
lower than staff and experts' mean rating scores on
the level of importance of:

- a written programme schedule,
- a developmentally appropriate programme,
- a high ratio of staff to children,
- promotion ofbiculturalism,
- promotion of cultural awareness

The statistically significant differences between
parents' and staff-expert mean ratings of the
importance of the first three criteria could be
related to staff and experts' professional training
and knowledge base. Higher ratings by staff and
experts on the importance of biculturalism and
cultural awareness may be related to the emphasis
on this in the proposed charter requirements at the
time of the survey.

Statistically significant differences between staff and
both experts and parents mean importance ratings
on the following criteria, indicate that these were of
greatest concern to staff:

- a pleasant atmosphere,
- a clean environment,
- children learning good personal hygiene,
- community involvement,
- a stable group of children,
- clear pathways between areas, and
- regular outings and excursions.
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Some of thcse criteria, namely a pleasant
atmosphere, a clean environment, and children are
taught good personal hygiene, were more important
to parents than to experts.

Looking at the actual size of the group's mean
importance scores it is apparent that the groups
differed widely in their opinion on the level of
importance of particular criteria.

A low turnover of children received a much higher
rating of importance by staff compared to both
parents and experts. This criterion may have been
rated higher in importance by staff because stability
in child attendance effects the atmosphere of a
centre. Whereas, experm and parents may not have
accorded this as much importance as staff because
they are not so intimately involved in the everyday
life of their centre. Centre atmosphere received a
much higher rating of importance by staff
compared to experts.

Clear pathways between activity area received a
much higher rating of importance by staff than both
parents and experts. Given that it is staff who are
more likely to trip over objects and experience
back-strain greater emphasis on the importance of
this criterion by staff is to be expected.

Including regular outings and excursions in the
programme was rated as more important by staff
and not quite as important by parents and experts.

The notable differences between the three groups
mean importance ratings on the criterion of
teaching children personal hygiene is puzzling
Most experts did not think this to be as important as
parents did. Experts also rated this criterion quite a
bit lower in importance than staff did. Perhaps
experts viewed this as less of a responsibility of the
early childhood centre and more of a responsibility
of parents?

Staff rated home-visiting to be more important than
parents considered it to be. This indicates that
while staff viewed the practice as having some
benefits and they may have been willing to do it,
parents viewed it as having few or not benefits for
themselves and probably did not want to be home-
visited. Staff and experts' ratings of the importance
of staff working in partnership with parents and of
provisions for parents in the centre environment,
were much higher than parents' ratings. Staff
tended to give higher ratings than parents to the
importance of staff providing parents with support.
Staff and experts rated the provision of parent
education as much more important than did
parents.

Nearly all experts rated the criterion of the
programme reflecting chi and family needs as very
important, whereas, parents rated it much iower in
importance. This suggests that parents had more
preference for staff determining programme
content whereas experts considered that staff must
take family backgrounds into account when
planning programmes. The large difference
between staff and parent mean ratings on the
criterion of staff demonstrating support of family
values and customs furthet strengthens the
suggestion that the family support function of the
early childhood centre is not so important from the
parents' point of view.

The promotion of cultural awareness received a
much higher mean rating of importance by staff and
experts compared to parents.

Although a high ratio of staff to children was rated
as important by all three groups, differences in the
size of the mean rating scores indicate that experts
viewed it as a much more important criterion of
good-quality than did parents.

3.3.3 The importance of various
quality criteria across centres

Table 7 shows a breakdown of parents' mean
importance scores by centre type and indicates the
criteria on which statistically significant differences
in mean ratings between parents at two or more
types of centres were found.
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TABLE 7

Parents' Mean &tangs of the Imporuince of Various Quality Criteria at Different Centres and
Statistically Significant Differences Among Groups

Irak Criteria Kinde :e rten Childcare Pla centre Kohan a Si: 'Ilcance
Children's Ha . i iness Mean (Sa)

3.83 (0.38)
Mean (S.D.)
3.95 (0.23)
4.00 0.00

Mean (S.D.)
3.92 (0.27)
3.89 0.33)

Mean (S.D.)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 0.00

p
.06
.15

Scheffe
None
None

Staff show children they care
Staff are responsive to children 3.95 (0.26)

SelLgI -in process 3.65 (0.62) 3.87 (0.47) 3.73 (0.53) 3.92 (0.29) .06 None

Peer group stabili 3.06 (0.84) 3.46 (0.69)
1.30 (0.51)
3.47 (0.67)

3.12 0.77)
1.28 (0.65)
3.68 (0.48)

3.17 (0.84)
1.73 (191)
3.80 (0.42)

.02

.(..}0

.21

C > K
K > C. PHome-visiting 2.22 (1.00)

3.49 (0.63)Parent contact is encouraged None
Ily1 sical needs are met 3.59 (0.61) 3.82 (0.26)

3.82 (0.55)
3.46 (0.65)
3.68 (0.80)

3.92 (0.29)
3.17 (1.34)

.00

.04
C > P. K
C > TNon-excessive punishment 3.72 (0.64)

Pleasant atmosphere 3.77 (0.44) 3.87 (0.39) 3.69 (0.47) 333 (0.78) .00 C, K > T
Safety, Health and Hygiene
Division of space 3.36 (0.68)

3.84 (0.39)
3.34 (0.22)
3.82 (0.43)

3.15 (7.3.).
3.85 (0.37)
3.35 (0.37)
3.73 (0.53)

3.25 (0.87)
3.67 (165)
Th7 (0.49)
3.92 (0.29)

.49

.58

.22

.44

None
None
None
None

Safety of environment
Sgervision 3.34 (0.39)

3.79 (0.43L
3.91 (0.29)
3.86 (0.36)Clean enviromnent

Children's h 1 ene em . hasised 3.74 (151)
3.71 (L0)
3.45 (0.67)

3.70 (0.53) 3.92 (0.29)
3.75 (0.62)
3.83 (0.58)
3.50 0.91)

.61

.91

.02

.75

None
None
None
None

Model good health/hygiene
_176(1.9)

3.76 (0.50) 3.69 (0.62)
3.04 (1.04)
3.40 (0.71)

Sick child provisions 3.25 (0.82)

Notify about infections 3.57 (0.66) 3.56 (0.70)
Programme
Written programme schedule 2.64 (1.06)

3.78 (0.44)
3.02 (0.87)

2.56 (0.92)
3.76 (0.47)
3.21 (0.77)
3.73 0.45

2.0.0 0.91)
3.65 (0.56)_3.92(029).40_1slone
333 0.(_5b)

3.60 0.50

2.75 (L06)

3.±_0 0.70
333 1.00

.03

.14

.08

T > P
Stimulatin: interestinl activities
Based on child and family needs None

NoneSufficient e. 1 .ment, etc 3.71 0.49

De_ velo mentally appropriate 3.79 (0.41) 3.80 (0.40)
3.63 (0.56)

3.73 51.1.L2_1029L_LI
3.42 (0.64) 3.58 (0.67)

3

.53

None
NoneBalance of child/staff activities 3.55 (059)

Balance of indoor/outdoor activities 3.72 (0.50) 3.70 (0.46) 3.42 (0.70) 3.58 (0.67) .06 None

Activities for different sized goups 3.63 (0.54) 3.66 (0.48) 350 (0.59) 3.83 (039) .34 None
Provisions for special ntis children __..5l___..(18)__.9

3.06 (0.84)
3.50 (0.65)
3.07 (0.82)
2.79 (1.001_21(_1_2
3.35 0.6(8) _226_101_6)
3.54 _(Qt._L.9

0.633.43 0.7(_259

3.61 (0.50)
3.13 (0.85)

1.02

3.36 (0.81)
3.65 0.49

3.64 (15.1)
3.67 (165_)
3.75 (162)
3.83 (132)
3.91 (13)
3.75 0.45

.90

.11

.01

.00
.07
.05

None
None
T > K ,C,P
T > K, P
None
None

Cultural awarensu,romoted
Biculturalism .romoted 2.69 (0.98)

3.02 (0.92)Family customs and values supported
Non-sexist 3.33 (0.88)

_3:41._(0.28)171Staff *oin children in their plal,,
Outinls and excursions

3.36 0.76

0.67

3.28 0.79
.01

.27

C > K.3.A(0:89)
Programme evaluation 3.56 (0.62) 3.45 (0.61) None

4 0
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Stalling
Qualified staff 3.67 (0.64)

2.3:1_(1:061_
3.74 (0.52)

3.47 (0.66)
2.32 (1.03)

3.40 (0.71)
2.66 (1.09)
3.48 (0.82)

2.83 (1.27) ....2_0
3.00 (1.21)
3.67 (0.49)

.11

.20

IC, K > T
Staff are .areats themselves None

NoneStaff experienced withyoung children 3.69 (0.51)
Staff are warm and caring people I 3.92 (0.28) 3.96 (0.19) 3.85 (0.46) 3.92 (0.29) .40 None
Work well together as a team 3.87 (0.34) 3.82 (0.39)

3.63 (0.56)
3.81 (0.41)
3.46 (0.67)
3.77 (0.65)

3.83 (0.39)
Did not ask
3.09 (0.94)

.74

I .05

.00

None
None
K, C. P >T

Staff meetings for programme_planningl 3.73 (0.46)
Good staff leadership 3.76 (0.47) 3.76 (0.47)
Regularly undertake refresher courses 3.49 (0.73) 3.35 (0.79) 3.40 (0.87) 3.56 (0.69) .67 None
Stability in staffin . 3.38 (0.69) 3.49 0.67 l 3.16 0.99) 3.20 0.63) .25 None
Professionalism considered important 3.48 (0.74) 3.17 1.00 2,92 10.95) 2.67 .00 K > T, P
Provisions for staff in the environment 3.61 (0.59) 3.72 (0.50) 2.68 (0.95)

_(1.23)

3.25 (1.061 .00 K, C > p
Group size 3.79 (0..1_1_)_

3.36 (0.82)
3.85 (0.36)
3.61 (0.56)

3.56 (0.58)
3.19 (0.98)

3.25 (0.97
3.73 (0.47)

.00

.05

K. C > T
NoneRatio of staff to children

Parent, Family and Community Involvement
Parents and families welcomed 3.68 (Olt_ 3.86 (0.36)

3.00 (0.80)
3.79 (0.42)
3.32 (0.69)

3.58 (0.67)
3.36 (0.67)

.12

.05

INone
NoneCommunity involvement encouraged 3.35 (0.75)

Professional assistance used 3.42 0.73) 3.31 0.71) 3.27 0.83) 3.64 (051) .44 None
Parents informed about goals/practices 3.41 337 (0.76) 3.46 (0.58)

2.88 (1.12)
3.55 (0.69)
3.00 (9)

.87

.24

None
NoneParent education opportunities 2.59 (0.94)

Regard parents as joint partners 3.40 (0.80) 3.75 (0.44) 3.55 (0.52) .15 None
Parents_participate in decision-making 3.43 ( ) 3.30 (0.79) 3.65 (0.69) 3.91 (0.30) .03 None
Parent friendship and support 3.28 (0.81) 3.63 (0.60) 3.64 (0.57) 3.25 (0.87) None
Report on child progress/activities

_
3.26 (0.82) 3.44 (0.69) 3.31 (0.79) 3.08 (1.00) 39 INone

Provisions for_parents in the centre 2.09 (0.99) 2.35 (1.07) 2.23 (0.99) 2.92 (1.00) .03 INone
* K = Kindergarten, C = Childcare, P = Playcentre, T = Te Kohanga Reo

Home-visiting was rated moderately low in
importance by all groups, but kindergarten parents'
mean rating score was found to be significantly
higher than childcare and playcentre parents.

On criteria related to staffing there were some
statistically significant differences in ratings among
parents' at the different centres. Staff
professionalism received a significantly higher mean
rating of importance by parcnts at kindergarten
than at playcentre and Kohanga Reo. Qualified
staff was rated as a significantly more important
criterion of a good-quality centre by parents at
kindergarten and childcare centres than at Kohanga
Reo. A large difference in the actual size of
kindergarten, childcare and kohanga parents' mean
ratings of the importance of staff parenthood
experience suggests that this was viewed as more
important by kohanga parents. This difference,
however, was not found to be statistically significant
because of the large standard deviations in the
groups' mean rating scores.

.1 1

Kohanga parents' mean ratings were significantly
higher than playcentre and kindergarten parents on
the importance of the promotion of biculturalism
and recognition of family values and customs in the
programme. Their mean rating of the importance
of biculturalism was also significantly higher than
childcare parents' mean rating.

The number of children (i.e. group-size) received a
significantly higher mean rating of importance by
kindergarten and childcare parents compared to
kohanga parents. Good staff leadership received a
significantly lower mean rating of importance by
kohanga parents compared to parents at each of the
three other types of centres.
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Two criteria, outings and excursions and peer-group
stability, received significantly higher ratings of
importancc by childcare parents than kindergarten
parents. Childcare parents rated the criterion of
meeting children's physical needs significantly
higher in importance than playcentre and
kindergarten parents did Given the longer hours of
childcare centre operation, it seems logical that
childcare parents did place greater importance on
children being taken on trips in the wider
community, establishing a stable group of friends,
and having all their physical needs met.

Although not found to be statistically significant
there are some other noteworthy differences in the
magnitude of parents' mean importance scores
across the centres.

Encouraging parent contact with the centre was
given a much higher rating of importance by
kohanga parents than kindergarten and childcare
parents.

Large differences between kohanga and playcentre
and kindergarten parents' ratings on the importance
of two criteria, provisions for sick children and a
good adult-child ratio, are interesting. There could
be factors, such as greater parent employment
amongst kohanga parents (see Section 3.13), which
are linked to their higher rating of the importance
of provisions for sick children and the need to have
a high ratio of staff to children.

The criterion of safe equipment, toys, and
environment was rated quite a bit higher in
importance by kindergarten and childcare parents
than by kohanga parents.

A written programme schedule was rated by
playcentre parents as being moderately important,
however parents at the other centres rated this as
more important. The higher magnitude of kohanga
parents mean rating suggests that they viewed this
as more important than the other groups did.

Kohanga parents viewed the criteria of a
programme based on an understanding of child and
family needs and non-sexist programme practices as
more important than kindergarten parents did.
Other criteria rated higher in importance by
Kohanga parents than other groups were
promotion of cultural awar-ness, and provisions for
parents in the environmr:

4 2

Parent participation in dccision making was rated
much higher in importance by parents at Kohanga
Reo than at childcare centres. Kohanga parents'
mean ratings of the importance of provisions for
parent education and staff parenthood experience
are quite a bit higher than kindergarten and
childcare parents' mean ratings.



TABLE 8

Staff Mean Ratings of the
Statis Si i nt Di

Quality Critaia
Children's Happiness
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Importance of Various Quality Criteria at Dfferent Centres and
s

Playcentre Kohanga Significance
Mean ($.D.) Mean ($.D.) Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) p

Staff demonstrate they care
Responsive staff
Settling-in process
Peer group stability
Home-visiting
Parent contact
physical needs are met
Non-excessive punishment

3.75 (0.46)
4.00 (0.00)
3.75 (0.461
3.75 (0.46)
3.13 0.84)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.63 (1.06)

Pleasant atmosphere 4.00 (0.00)
Safety, Health and Hygiene
Division of space 3.86 (035)
Safety of environment 4.00 (0.00)
Sgervision
Clean environment

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

Children's hygiene habits
Model good health/hygiene

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

3.94 (0.24)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.83 (0.38)
1.88 0.78

3.89 (0.32)
3.94 (0.24)

3.67 (0.97)
4.00 (0.00)

3.83 (0.38)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 0.00

3.89 (0.32)
4.00 0.00
3.94 (0.24)

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.75 (0.50)
2.00 0.82)

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0,00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 0.00)

Scheffe
39 'None

None
.10 None
.86 None
.00 K > C

4.. ((1113)_LI.C1(O 0.00) .68

3.25 (0.96) 4.00 (0.00) .01

3.75 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) .98

None
K, C > P
None

3.75 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) .06 None

3.50 (0.58) 3.50 (0.71) .35

3.75 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) .07

3.75 (0.50)
3.50 (0.58)

4.00 0.00) .06
.09

3.50 (0.58)
3.50 (0.58) 4.00 (0.00)

.00

.04

Sick child provisions 4.00 (0.00) 3.83 (0.38)
Notify infections/diseases 4.00 (0.00) 3.72 (0.58)

2.67 f 1.16)
2.67 (1.16)

2.50 (2.12) .01

4.00 (0.00) .09

None
None
None

one
,C, T >

None
None
None

Programme
Written schedule
Stimulating activities
Based on child/family needs
Sufficient equipment, etc
Developmentally appropriate
Balance child/staff activities
Indoor/outdoor activities
Different group sized activities
Provisions for special needs
Cultural awareness
Biculturalism promoted
Family values supported
Non-sexist
Staff join children in play
Outings and excursions

3.57 (0.79)
4.00 (0.00)
3.88 (0.35)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.63 (0.52)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.57 (0.54)
3.88 (035)
3.75 (0.46)
3.63 (0.52)
4.00 (0.00)
2.25 (1.39)

3.17 (0.89) 1.75 (1.50)
3.83 (0.51) 3.75 (0.50)
3.56 (0.78) 3.00 (0.82)
3.89 (032) 3.75 (0.50)
4.00 (0.00) 3.75 (0.50)
3.94 (0.24) 4.00 (0.00)
3.89 (032) 2.50 (1.29)
3.94 (0.24) 1 3.50 (0.58)
3.94

3.78

3.82
3.78

3.72
4.00

(0.24)
(0.73)
(0.39)
(0.43)
(0.75)
(0.00)

3.50
3.25

3.00
3.50

(0.58)
(1.50)
(1.41)
(0.58)

3.25 (150)
4.00 (0.00)

0.00 (0.00) I .01 K, C > P
None
None
None
None
\P > K
CX,T >P
C, K > P
\None
None
None
None
None
C, P, T > K
None
K , C ,T

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

.72

.24
.56

.06

.00

.00

.02

.08

.56

.11

.53

4.00 (0.00) .44

4.00 (0.00) .00

3.88 (0.35) 3.78 (0.43)
Programme evaluation 4.00 (0.00) 3.89 (0.32)

3.25 (0.96)
2.75 (0.96)

4.00 (0.00) .18

4.00 (0.00) .00

4 3
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Staffing
Qualified staff 4.00 (i .00) 3.44 (0.62) 3.25 (0.96) 3.00 (1.41) .10 I one

taff are .arents 2.00 131 233 1.09 2.50 1.29 4.00 (0.00 .20 I one
taff experienced 4.00 (0.0G) 3.61 (0.61) 3.50 (0.58) 4.00 0.00 .23 I one
arm and caring people 4.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 3.75 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) .06 None

earn-work 4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

4.00 (0.00)
I 3.94 (0.24)

3.50 'n 58) 4.00 (0.00) .00 K, C ,T > P
Meetings for programme planning 3.00 (0.82) Did not ask .00 1K, C > P
Good staff leadership 4.00 (0.00) 1 4.00 (0.00) 3.50 (0.58) 4.00 (0.00) .00 K, C > P
[Refresher training 3.86 (035) 3.50 (0.51) 3.50 (0.58) 2.50 (2.12) .07 None
Stability in staffing 2.86 (1.07) 3.67 (0.49) 3.00 (0.82) 4.00 (0.00) .04 None
Professionalism important 4.00 (0.00)

3.50 (1.07)
3.63 (0.50)
4.00 0.00)
3.89 (032)

2.67 (1.16)
2.00 (1.41)
4.00 (0.00)

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

.01

.00

.70

Nonc
K, C. T > P
None

Provisions for staff
Group size 4.00 (0.09)
Ratio staff to children 3.88 (0.35) 3.83 (0.38) 3.75 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) .89 None
Parent, Family and Community Involvemen
Parents/families welcomed J 3.88 (0.35) 4.00 (0.00) 3.75 (0.50)

3.00 (0.82)
, 3.00 (0.82)

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

.25

.21

.04

None
INone
None

Community_ involvement 3.50 (0.54)
4.00 (0.00)

3.50 (0.51)
3.56 (0.62)Professional assistance used

Informed of oals/ ractices 3.72 0.49 3.83 0.38 3.50 R58 4.00 0.00 .52 None
!Parent education 3.57 (0.54)

4.00 (0.00)
3.61 (0.50)
3.89 (0.32)

3.25 (0.96)
3.75 (0.50)

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)

.49

.56

.56

None
None
None

IParent-staff partnership
Participate in decision-makin 3.63 (0.52) 3.67 (0.59) 4.00 (0.00)
Parent support/friendship 4.00 (0.00) 3.94 (0.24) 3.75 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) .41 None
Reports about children 3.25 (1.04) 3.50 (0.71) 3.25 (0.96) 4.00 (0.00) .65 None
(Provisions for parents I 3.13 (0.99) 3.44 (0.71) 3.00 (0.82) 4.00 (0.00) .53 None

* K = Kindergarten, C = Childcare, P = Playcentre, T = Te Kohanga Reo

In Table 7 a statistically significant difference
between kindergarten and childcare parents mean
importance rating of the practice of home-visiting
was reported, likewise, Table 8 shows that staff at
kindergartens and childcare centres also
significantly differed in their ratings of this.

Meeting children's physical needs was rated very
high in importance by both kindergarten and
childcare staff, but a statistically significant
difference was found only between kindergarten
and playcentre staff ratings as playcentre staff did
not rate this criterion as quite so important.

Teaching children good personal hygiene was rated
a "4" by all staff except for some playcentre staff
who rated this as slightly less important. The
difference between the mean rating of playcentre
staff and the mean ratings of the other groups was
found to be statistically significant.

Playcentre staff rating of the criterion of a written
programme schedule was significantly lower than
kindergarten and childcare staff mean ratings.

4 .1

A balance of some indoor and sone outdoor
activities was rated significantly lower in importance
by playcentre staff than all other groups. The
magnitude of the mean ratings suggests that
kindergarten, childcare, and kohanga staff viewed
this criterion as much more important than
playcentre staff did.

The organization of activities to encourage children
and staff to form different sized groups was rated
significantly higher in importance by childcare and
kindergarten staff than playcentre staff.

Kindergarten staff tended to give a lower rating of
importance to joining in on children's play than staff
at the other centres, and this difference was a
statistically significant one.

On five criteria related to staff practices,
experiences and relationships, playcentre staff mean
importance ratings were significantly lower than
two or all three of the other groups:

- evaluation of the programme,
- meetings for programme planning,
- team-work,
- good leadership, and



- provisions for them in the ccntre
environment.
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Statistically significant differences were not found
between two or more groups of staff on the
following criteria, but the differences in the actual
size of the mean rating scores of the groups on
these is large:

- programme based on an understanding of
child and family needs,

- promotion of cultural awareness in the
programme,

- promotion of biculturalism,
- non-sexist practices,
- stability in staffing,
- staff professionalism, and
- the services of outside professionals are used.

On all of these criteria the difference was largest
between playcentre staff and one or more of the
other groups, in the direction of playcentre parents
awarding 'ower ratings of importance.

4 5
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3.4 The Special Qualities of
Different Centres

This section reports the consensus opinions of
representatives from the kindergartens, childcare
centres, and playcentres on what defines and
constitutes the quality of their centres. Direct
quotations are provided to illustrate the different
quality characteristics which they identified during
their discussions.

3.4.1 Kindeigarten

Kindergarten representatives developed their
definition of quality from their movement's
philosophy. A head teacher explained to others in
her group:

"If you are going to provide quality your
philosophy is going to effect quality. To me
philosophy and one's perspective on quality
is very much the same".

The group developed this short definition of what
constitutes a good-quality kindergarten:

"... provides a free choice of activities which
are planned by trained staff allowing the
individual child to progress at hislher own
rate".

They identified and discussed the characteristics of
quality that defined their service. In short, a
kindergarten was thought to be more of a pre-
school than other types of centres because an
optimal learning environment was fostered through
separation of age-groups, staff professionalism, and
the nature of staff training,

In most kindergarten settings younger and older
children were divided into two groups with the
younger children attending afternoon session and
the older children attending morning session. Staff
strongly valued their professionalism and training
through full-time pre-service study at a College of
Education. The voluntary component of parent
involvement was discussed to be under threat due to
the introduction of minimum staff-child ratios and
the failure of the government to provide the
number of trained staff needed to meet minimum
and higher quality charter standards of staffing.

4f;

Age-Segregated Pre-school Sessions

"Age range is confined to 3 - 4 year olds and
4 - 5 year olds rather than a mixed age
range";

"You can work more effectiv4 with children
in the same age-group than you can with
children of widely different ages";

"The children can relate to each other if they
are of the same age".

Professional, Trained Staff

"Quality must mean trained teachers.

Training guarantees a certain uniformity in
the quality of staff';

"Our (kindergarten) training makes us quite
different from a lot of other early childhood
services";

"There is 40 kids in most kinderganens
which means we have to have a parent-help
to meet ratio requirements. It's just making a
sham of our professionalism".

Reliance on Parent-helpers

"In kindergarten's there is no rostering of
parent-helpers. Parents are invited and
encouraged but it is their right not to come
through the gate if they choose not to";

"The Dunedin Kindergarten Association has
said that we should put in our charter that a
parent-help will always be available until we
get improvements in staffing";

"The Ministry are going to hold us to it. At
the moment its an amicable agreement with
parents".

Donation Based

"I use kindergartA as well as a childcare
centre. rm quite happy to go along and help
out at kindergarten because it on4, costs me
$2 (donation) a week";



"We sent out a letter asking parents whether
they wouki like to be pan of the parent-help

we also gave them a user-pays option
where we could go for a teacher aide for two
or three days a week and still have some
parent-helps. So far the results have been
about noo-thirds want that (the fug) option".

3.4.2 Childcare

39

The definition of a quality childcare centre that
childcare representatives developed was:

"The very best conditions and environment
(as interpreted through trained staff low
ratios, proper material equipmen4 good
food, child initiated environment) for the
education and care of young children (0 - 5
years)".

Some of the characteristics of quality they identified
were associated with the longer hours of childcare
centres, while others were associated with the
historical background of the childcare service.

In summary, members of the group agreed that
childcare programmes shared no single philosophy
and had a variety of different styles of operation.
Childcare centres were more flexible than other
centres in meeting the needs and different
requirements of families for child care. Parents
were charged fees and, therefore, at most childcare
centres parent assistance or involvements was no
required. Staff received pre- and inservice training
under a diversity of training schemes. This was
viewed as a major strength of the childcare work-
force because people with different training
backgrounds, skills, and perspectives worked
together. Staff usually formed close relanonships
with children and got to know their parents and
families very well, often over a number of years, and
this was seen to foster the family-like atnosphere
that characterises a quality childcare centre.

4 7

Diversity in Philosophies

"We operate according to various
philosophies. In a consumer environment
this is important".

"We have low ratios (children to staff),
children can be enrolled from birth ... we're
open full-day and for more weeks in the year
compared to kindergarten and playcentre".

Fees Charged

"Childcare caters for people who work, who
want quality ratios and charge fees
according6, to parents who expect that care".

Diversity in Staff Training

"A variety of training is one of our strengths,
und field based training".

Family-Type Atmosphere

"The adult-child ratios allow us to
spontaneous4r take children for a walk";

"If there is a range of ages and people on the
staff it's good for children because they can
find someone who they feel they can respond
to";

"It's definit4 that ckseness that you get with
children".

Friendships with Parents and Family Support

"Building rdationships and partnerships with
parents is important";

"The more staff in your centre the more of a
chance parents have of naturally clicking
with one staff member.



3.4.3 Playcentre
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Playcentre representatives formulated their
definition of quality from the goals of their service
(which they had just been discussing):

"Quality is a collection of adjectives".

"Let's just grab all these goals and push them
into one sentence".

Note that this provides some confirmation of an
assumption made in this research project, that goals
shape and are intimately linked with definitions of
quality and perspectives on early childhood centre
quality.

The definition of a qualiiy playcentre they came up
with was a:

"Happy, co-operative, stimulating, child-
centred, culturally aware environment for
nought to six years, providing group and
individual experiences for all children and
adults".

Playcentre quality was believed to be characterised
by: interested and involved parents, organization of
playcentres as parent-cooperatives, group
supervision practices, provisions for parent
education at various levels, and a strong
commitment to operating on a voluntary basis
although government assistance through funding
was viewed to be important by most members of the
group.

Involved Parents

"Parents form the character of a playcentre.
Wher you think about the ftiends you've met
through playcentre and the experiences that
you go through - I don't know how you can
put that in the charter (in writing)";

"It's the amount of effort that you put into it.
What you put in is what you get back";

Wew parents often don't know what's
involved in running a playcentre. So unless
you keep mentioning that someone has
topped up the sand-pit they don't know that
the work is happening and therefore don't get
involved and you get annoyed".
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Supportive Parents - Parent Co-operative

"The main function of the co-operative is to
involve everyone. How you function as a co-
operative is important to the centre";

"At our meeting the other night we talked
about whether our supervisor should do three
sessions a week I was amazed how the
parents were all really aware of the possibility
of being over stressed and what they could
do about it";

"Should we say that supportiveness adds to
the quality of our centres? We've got a good
parent body and the playcentre association is
really supportive. We're used to Association
people coming in and saying positive things".

Group Supervision

"Things like group supervision which is the
whole core of playcentre and an extension of
being a parent cooperative in the North
Island is important to hold on to".

Parent Education: Training and Personal
Development

"Providing for all children and adults ... this
is a main difference between playcentre and
kindergarten. We want our supervisors
(including parents) to grow";

"When I think about the things that I learned
through playcentre and how groups work ...
At leadership courses you'd learn to
understand a bit more about yourself, so that
when you do want changes, or when you've
got conflic4 you can handle it better. You

also learn more about the way other people
work, and the way to manipulate things
(general laughter) so that they work to your
benefit".

Voluntary Basis and Funding

"Poorly funded centres can be good too" ...
"as long as there are warm and caring
adults;"

"It (funding) does relieve a lot of pressure not
to have to raise funds constantly;"



"It (Government's new minimum standards
requimments) seems a lot to ask a struggling
centre to provide something limy haven't
needed for five years. We are used to having
no money. So that when money does come
along we don't want to spend it on toilets.
We want to get some hardback books and
Sae;

"When I first looked at the Purple Book
(Early Childhood Management Handbook)
I thought I'd wai, and see about the level of
fiinding. Part of me said to skip the strings
and go your own way. But the funding is too
attractive".
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4:1



3.5. Parent and Staff
Perceptions of their Centres

3.5.1 Praises for their centre
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Parents and staff all praised a particular feature or
features of their centre, or their child's or their own
experiences of it.

Parents had most praise for features related to the
programme (n = 170, 76.2%), children's happiness
and well-being (n = 156,70%), and staffing (n =
141, 63.2%). From their observations and
experiences ten or more parents made the following
positive comments:

- good - marvellous staff (n = 79, 35.4%)
- warm, relaxed, happy atmosphere (n = 45,

20.2%),
- large number of toys and equipment (n = 44,

19.7%),
- spacious rooms/areas (n = 30, 13.5%),
- good programme (n = 29, 13%),
- responsive staff who meet children's needs (n

= 24, 10.4%),
- children enjoy themselves - love thc centre (n

= 21, 9.4%),
- staff have a caring attitude (n = 19, 8.5%),
- staff relate well with the children (n = 17,

7.6%),
- stimulating or interesting activities (n = 16,

7.2%),
- parents are always made to feel welcome (n

= 16, 7.2%),
- hard-working or good committee or

management (n = 14, 63%),
- staff are approachable to parents (n = 13,

5.8%),
- hard-working staff (n = 10, 4.5%),

activities are suited to children's abilities/ages
(n = 10, 4.5%), and

- parent involvement is encouraged(n = 10,
4.5%).

The staff made many references to features related
to the quality of their work environment (an
average of 1.2 features (n = 37) per staff member).
Other features related to the physical environment
or to the programme received praise from fewer
than 50 percent of the staff. Two or more staff
made the following positive comments:

- good or harmonious staff relationships (n =
12, 37.5%), kindergarten, childcare,
playcentre staff),

5 )

- work well together as a staffing team (n = 12,
37.5% kindergarten, childcare, playcentre
staff),

- warm, relaxed, happy atmosphere (n = 10,
313% kindergarten, childcare, playcentre
staff),
opportunity to form close attachments with
children (n = 8, 25% kindergarten,
childcar , kohanga staff),

- motivated and supportive management or
committee (n = 8, 25% kindergarten,
childcare, playcentre staff),

- good physical environment for children and
adults (n = 7, 21.9% kindergarten and
childcare staff),

- provisions to cater for children's individual
learning needs (n = 4, 12.5% kindergarten,
childcare, playcentre staff),

- effective leadership by head staff member (II
= 4, 12.5% childcare staff),

- good relationships with parents (n = 4,
12.5% kindergarten and childcare staff).

- well-equipped with all facilities (n = 3, 9.4%
childcare staff),

- many rooms to use for different purposes (n
= 2, 6.3% childcare staff), and

- other staff at centre also committed to
improving quality levels (n = 2, 6.3%
childcare staff),

Two positive comments appear to be linked to
particular centres. Harmonious relationships
amongst staff was particularly important to
kindergarten teachers as seven out of eight teachers
mentioned it. Staff at only one childcare centre
praised the leadership of their director, and staff at
other centres did not.

3.5.2 Dissatisfactions with their centre

Less than half the parents did not express
dissatisfactions or mention problems (n = 96, 43%).
They either not respond to the question of what
aspects they were least happy with, and/or they
wrote that tley were very happy so far and did not
have any complaints. In contrast, most staff (n =
28, 87.5%) expressed some kind of concern.

Kindergarten parents (n = 17, 7.6% of all parents)
mentioned a major issue of insufficient staff to
children.

Parents' concerns about their individual centres (n
= 102 negative statements) are outlined below and
illustrated with some direct quotations. Parents
expressed 13 types of concerns:
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(a) the way staff cared for children, for example:

"Saying things in front of children, or to the
children where children can take it to heart
e.g. what a bad cough, don't come back until
its better" (kindergarten parent);

"Not enough attention to heedsIdesires of the
'individual' child. A tendency to do things
'en masse' or be left out and made to feel
awkward. (I realise there are not enough
hours in the day for teachers to give much
one-to-one attention to children)"
(kindergarten parent);

"There's just one staff member who seems
disinterested and bored. I find that a bit hard
to take" (childcare parent);

"Lack of motherliness and even-handedness"
(kohanga parent);

"Parent supervision quality varies" (city
playcentre parent). "Parents are untrained to
deal with certain situations that may occur
during a session, therefore everybody deals
with a situation in different ways" (playcentre
parent);

"Bullying from one problem child and the
apparent inability of anyone to find a
solution to it" (playcentre parent).

(b) the policies and practices of parent-child
separation, for example:

"I know I arrive during staff lunch breaks
with my baby but I like to hand him over to a
staff person. With lots of small ones already
there it can be a bit difficult. I usually find
my-self staying until some-one has got back
from their lunch-break" (childcare parent
who was a staff member at the centre);

"Because the staff are assigned to areas rather
than to specific children, it is ofte i difficult to
develop a close relationship and "be tnre" for
the child experiencing separation anxiety"
(childcare parent);

"I myself am a little shy, and when I first
brought my child here I was not shown
anything or explained anything and I felt a
bit left out and could do with some
encouragement. When I first came I felt as
though I wasn't doing my job nght as a
mother because it took 2 - 3 weeks for my
child to settle in" (kindergarten parent).

(c) the adequacy of provisions for meeting
children's physical needs, for example:

"Food for younger children not adequately
catered for. Also thought nappy changes too
infrequent, at times" (childcare parent);

"One little stick of canot and 112 a glass of
wa:er or milk is not reallY substantial on a
hot day when they are running round all the
time" (kindergarten parent).

(d) the adequacy of child supervision, for example:

"Sometimes fights between the children
happen when there is no adult around. If a
lot of adults are here, say 4+ they all talk
together and the children run wild" (kohanga
parent);

"Teacher's are seen talking to parnts and
passers-by while children misbehave"

(kindergarten parent);

"When the kids are outside there are a fi.iv
too many places to hide, and it is too hard to
keep an eye on where they all are and what
they are up to" (kindergarten parent).

(e) the quality of the play environment, (including
space, equipment, and physical surroundings), for
example:

"Playground alterations have been going on
for 12 months" (childcare parent);

"I would like to see a properly equipment
music corner with a good variety of real
instruments instead of or as well as
homemade shakers, etc" (playcentre parent);

"The indoor space can be cramped when all
the children are forced to stay inside due to
bad weather" (playcentre parent);

"We need more room" (kohanga parent);

"The playground is lacking in design

imagination" (kindergarten parent);

(f) the type and range of activities, for example:

"Outings seem sporadic and motivation
seems to be only for exercise. No themes
followed up, not enough use made of
available mini-bus" (childcare parent);



"More physical activities needed for older
children" (childcare parent);

"More variety in the daily activities"
(kohanga parent);

"I would like a little teaching e.g. counting
and alphabet (playcentre parent);

"If it is a fine day Ricky is outside playing all
morning so I feel that he might as well be at
home playing. At the other kindy they did
more with the kids (kindergarten parent);

"Lack of bi- or multicultural activities and
pictures on walls. Should be a language
awareness programme" (kinderganen
parent).

(g) programme organization and scheduling
(mentioned by mainly kindergarten parents), for
example :

"The language is wonderful but some
children - especially the older ones get bored
without .,.ecific activities" (kohanga parent);

"Doesn't seem to be allocated time for
morning-tea" (kindergarten parent);

"No mat-time for afternoon session - but
there should be" (kindergarten parent).

(h) staff employment policies and practices, for
example:

"It would be good to see male staff around as
well" (childcare parent);

"It often takes months to find out who is new
on the staff - name tags or a photo on the
board would help" (childcare parent);

"I wish the staff were on better salaries (child
care parent);

"It may be an advantage for some input from
educadona4 qualified kaiak° who have
been trained ... so the educational content of
the programme may be improved" (kohanga
parent).

(i) the functioning, role, and composition
committees, including:
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"Lack of 'good' communicationlcooperation
- ftom a treasurer's point of view, like why
didn't I get this bill 2 weeks ago?" (playcentre
parent);

"Apparent disharmony in committee -

enough to put one off - its their problem"
(kindergarten parent);

"Committee - not enough changes in
committee members (kindergarten parent).

(j) recognition and support of their wishes and
needs to make life easier, for example:

"No box from which parents can collect
children's artistic work" (childcare parent);

"Lack of off-street parking where one can
safely drop off and collect children"
(childcare parent);

"My son's inability to find shoes and clothes
at the end of a session on a hot day"
(kindergarten parent);

"My child has been 4 - 5 months in morning
kindy and has not received a theme book.
She now goes to school in 4 weeks. Other
children have been given one after 2 - 3
weeks" (kindergarten parent);

"The toilet facilities for adults" (kindergarten
parent);

"I really dislike vtting sent raffle tickets and
feel the way they are distributed is a bit of an
imposition" (kindergarten paregt).

(k) support of family values (mentioned by one
parent):

"Have seen my vegetarian child eating meat!
Just as well I'm not fanaticar (childcare
parent).

(1) parent apathy (mentioned by some parents who
were involved at committee/management levels),

for example:

"More whanau support so that most jobs do
not fall on committee members" (kohanga

of parent);

[Least happy with] "On41 the poor turnouts
at meetings" (playcentre parent);
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"Its always the same ones who have to do all
the work. There are a lot of people who can't
be bothered to come to meetings. They will
do their parent-h4 at the centre but that's
about it" (playcentre parent);

"... because both parents of children at this
centre work, the parents seem reluctant to
take on further commitments" (childcare
parent).

and, (m) barriers to involvement, including rules
about parent-helping and staff-committec
communication with parents, for example:

"At times a lack of communication between
organizers and parents, especially in the case
of trips, as of late" (playcentre parent);

"Even going to the management meetings, i
sill find it hard sometimes to know about
everything going on. There could be a bit
more information posted on the notice-board
at the front door about possible trips and
projects - with invitations to parents and
requests for help, etc" (childcare parent);

"I never get to help out with excursions
because younger siblings are not allowed and
I can't always find a babysitter (kindergarten
parent).

Staff had two main worries: an inadequate trained
staff-child ratio (mentioned by four kindergarten
staff), and insufficient funds (mentioned by eight
kindergarten, playcentre, and childcare staff). In
addition, a playcentxe supervisor complained about
government involvement:

"The changes I have noticed over the last 10 -
15 years seem to be undermining the 'do-it-
yourself preschool' that playcentre is. The
high standards required by government for
funding tend to be expensive, impractical
and discourage initiative".

In relation to specific problems within their own
centres, concerns were expressed about:

(a) lack of support and understanding from
parents/committee, for example:

"It's rarely acknowledged that we do
considerable work in our own time, e.g.

attending evening meetings" (kindergarten
teacher);

"Parents should not take us for grante4 for
exarnpk picking up their child late when we
only have a short time to have our lunch"
(kindergarten teacher);

"The current structure of being empkyed by
the parents of the chikiren we care for ...
creates an 'us and them' mentality amongst
star (community centre childcare staff
member);

"More kaurnatua involvement" (kaiako).

(b) the need for more play equipment and more
age-appropriate equipment (this was not mentioned
by any kindergarten staff), for example:

"More equipment needed e:g. 3-D didactic
equip" (playcentre supervisor);

"Equipment is low. Always would like new
and varied things" (childcare director);

(c) the education and attitudes of staff (mentioned
only by childcare staff, n = 5), for example:

"Some staff members need to further their
education" (childcare staff member) ;

"Staff not completing training that they have
agreed upon (childcare director)

"I don't like the kick of professionalism of
some of the staff Many criticise and judge
parents" (childcare staff member);

(d) insufficient room space (mentioned by three
childcare and playcentre staff), for example:

"The size of our indoor area; its pretty
cramped on a wet day, and there isn't much
space for adults or office-type space for
supervisors" (playcentre supervisor).

or alternatively, too much space (mentioned only by

some kindergarten staff)

"Kindergarten and building too big. Not
enough time because of size of kindergarten
o keep environment changing interesting

individual planning etc" (kindetganen head
teacher).

and,

(e) parent disinterest in training as a playcentre
supervisor (mentioned by one playcentre
supervisor):
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"No one is interested in doing firrther
training that is training as a supervisor ... few
parents feel they have anything to /Jain"

All three childcare head staff and one playcentre
supervisot made self-reflective comments in
replying to the question of what they were least
happy with about their centre, other staff did not.
Their different comments were:

"1 know this centre could go in so many
positive directions. The process is underway
and many aspects have improved .. but rm
impatient. I envision a more clear4, defined
overall programme. I would like to do more
for the parents (i.e. workshops, seminars on
parenting etc.);

TABLE 9

"Programme not always working well, am
trying to cater for habres aght through to 4.6
year olds";

"Programme planning still searching for the
best way to plan for our children";

"I need to plan more".

3.5.3 Parent and staff ratings of centre
quality

This scction looks at parent and staff perceptions of
the quality of their individual centres through their
mcan ratings of centre quality on various criteria.
Tbe data is shown in Table 9 and statistically
significant differences between parent and staff
mean ratings of centre quality are indicated.

Parent and Staff Rath: s of Centre Quality on Various Criteria
Quality Criteria Parents Staff Significance

Children's Happiness Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D). T-Value p

Staff show children they care 2.91 (033) 2.90 (0.31)
2.87 (035)

0.13
-0.08

.90

.94Staff are responsive to children 2.86 (0.37)
Sensitive settlin!-in rocess 2.80 0.49 2.87 (0.15) -0.95 .35

Peer group stability 2.80 (0.43)
1.84 (1191)
2.79 0.44
2.90 (0.33)
2.89 (024)
2.91 (031)

2.73 (0215)_ 0.72 .48

Staff home-visit families 1.59 (0.83)
2.73 0.45)
2.97 (0.19)
2.67 (0.71)
2.87 (035)

1.54

0 .66
-1.56

1.67

0.53

.13

.51

.13

.11

.60

Parent contact with centre encouraged
Children's physical needs are met
Excessive amislunent is not used
Home like pleasant atmosphere
Safety: Health and Hygiene

2.81 (0.43)
2.8910133

2.78 (0.48)

2.57 (0.50)
2;70j0.._541_
2.87 (0.43)

2.55

1.84

.02 *

.08
Clear pathways between activities
Toys and equipment safe/maintained
Children supervised at all times -1.07 .29

Clean building, facilities, toys 2.96 (0.21) 2.81 (0.40) 2.13 .04 *

'Personal hygiene rules taught 2.85 (0.38) 2.97 (0.18) -2.81 .01 *

Staff model !ood health and h 1 ene 2.99 0.10 2.89 0.32) 1.61 .12

Provision for sick children 2.39 Ea_
2.53 (0.70)

2.21 (0.77)
2.35 (0.72)

1.19

1.27

.24
.21Notification of infections/diseases

5 .1
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go ramme

Written programme schedule 2.27 (0.77)
2.81 0.42)

2.18 (0.77)
2.77 0.43

0.57
0.49

.57
.63Stimulatin ., interestin_ activities

programme based on child/family needs 2.47 (0.65)
2.89 (037)

2.37 (0.72)
2.60 (0.62)

0.74
2.52

.46

.02 *Sufficient toiThiin_i_resources
Developmentally appropriate 2.90 (032) 2.73 (0.52) 1.67 .11

Balance child and staff initiated activities 2.82 (0.46) 2.83 (0.47) -0.09 .93

Balance indoor and outdoor activities 2.93 (0.27) 2.73 (0.58) 1.82 .08

Activities for different sized groups 2.90 (0.35) 2.38 (0.28) 0.90 .38

Provisions for s.ecial needs children 2.55 0.67) 2.59 0.64) -0.30 .76

Cultural awareness promoted 2.57 (0.60)
2.46 (0.72)

2.20 (0.71)
2.07 (0.70)

2.69

2.77
.01*

.01 *Biculturalism promoted
Faunl values and customs su 8 0 or ted 2.68 0.54 2.37 0.62 2.67 .01 *

Non-sexist 2.74 (0.53) 2.57 (0.68) 1.34 .19

Staff join in children's play 2.87 (037) 2.67 (0.61)
2.83 (0.46)
2.38 (0.73)

1.58

-2.01

1.77

.12

.05

.09
Regular outings and excursions 2.65 (0.58)

2.64 (0.62)Staff carry out formative evaluations
Staffing
Qualified staff 2.87 (0.44) 2.59 (0.62) 2.48 .02 *

Staff have . arenthood everience 2.58 (0.64) 2.11 (0.83) 2.85 .01 *

Staff are experienced with young children 2.92 (0.31) 2.90 (0.30) 0.27 .79

Staff are warm and caring people 2.89 (0.33) 2.87 (0.34) 0.34 .74

Staff work tolether as a team 2.88 0.37) 2.65 (0.61) 2.06 .05 *

Staff meet for programme planning 2.92 (0.59) 2.80 (0.48) 1.22 .23

Good staff leadership 2.82 (0.45) 2.68 (0.60) 1.25 .22

Refresher training 2.72 (0.50) 2.29 (0.74) 3.12 .00

Stability in staffing 2.70 (:0.54) 2.34 (0.61) 2.96 .01 *

Professionalism considered important 2.81 (0.47) 2.59 (0.64) 1.70 .10

Provisions for staff in environment 2.52 t681252
2.72 (0.55)
2.48 (0.70)

0.7_1_:)_

2.47 q0.73)
2.60 (0.62)

0.07
1.83

-1.01

.94
.08
.32

Group size not too big
High ratio staff to children
Parent, Family and Community Involvement
Parents and families made welcome 2.89 0.37 2.83 0.38 0.74 .46

Community members involved 2.48 ((163_ 2.17 (0.75)
2.40 (0.62)

2.19
2.38

.03 *

.02 *Outside professional assistance used 2.69 (0.55)
Parents informed about philosophy etc 2.50 (0.66) 2.45 (0.58) 0.17 .87

Parent education erovided 2.18 (0.77)
2.65 1(153

2.82 (038)
2.71 (0.55)
2.43 (0.75)
2.04 (0.76)

2.28 (0.65)
2.83 (0.46)
2.47 (0.57)
2.57 (0.63)
2.23 (0.63)
1.93 (0.74)

-0.72
-1.93

3.32
1.19

0 .07
0 ,77

.47

.06

.00 *

.24

.94
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Parents regarded as joint partners
91...-mts contribute to decision-making
Friendship and support for parents
Child progrev/activity home reports
Provisions for parents in environment

*p < .05

Centres were rated by staff and parents (combined
mean parent/staff scores) as being top notch when it

came to:
- staff modelling good health and hygiene

practices,
- meeting children's physical needs,
- staff having previous experience with young

children,
- teaching children good personal hygiene,

- having a pleasant atmoophere,
- having a clean building, facilities, and
- having a staff who were warm and caring

people.

They were rated by staff and parents as being the

poorest on practices of:
- carrying out home-visiting,
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- providing for parents needs in the
environment,

- having a written programme schedule,
- providing parcnt education opportunities,
- promoting biculturalism,
- providing for children when they are sick,
- supporting community involvement,
- providing parents with information or

reports on children's activities and progress.

The 'Significance' column in Table 9 shows that on a
number of criteria there were statistically significant
differences between parent and staff ratings. Staff
ratings were significantly higher than parents only
on the criterion of children being taught good
personal hygiene. This suggests that staff perceived
that they are doing better on this criterion than
parents thought they were. The criteria which
parents' rated as being higher in quality than what
staff ratings would indicate, were:

- clear pathways between activity areas,
- clean building, facilities and toys,
- sufficient toys, equipment and resources,
- promotion of cultural awareness,
- promotion of biculturalism,
- support of family values and customs,
- qualified staff,
- staff with parenthood experience,
- staff work well together as a team,
- staff engage in refresher training,
- stability in staffing,
- community involvement, and
- parent involvement in decision-making.

3.5.4 Differences and similarities of
parent and staff ratings between
centres

Table 10 shows that more parent than staff ratings
were significantly different (p < .05). This indicates
that there was greater similarity amongst staff from
the different centres in their perceptions of centre
quality, whereas parents varied considerably in their
judgernents.
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TABLE 10

Parents' Mean Ratings of Centre Quality Across Four Types of Centres and Statistically Significant
Differences Between Their Ratings.

Quality Criteria Kindergarten Childcare Playcentre Kohanga Significance
e_Scheffd

.09
hildrents Ha iepels Mean (S.D.)

2.86 (0.41)
Mean (S.D.)
3.00 (0.00)

Mean (S.D.)
2.92 (0.27)

Mean (S.D.)
2.92 (0.29)... taff show they care None

essonsive staff 2.81 (0.43) 2.96

2.96

(0.19)
(0.19)

2.92
2.84

(0.27)
(0.37)

2.75
175

(0.45)
(0.45)

.04

.02

None
C > Kettling-in process 2.72 (0.58)

I'eer group stability 2.77 (0.44) 2.87 (0.34) 2.73 (0.53) 2.83 (0.39) .41 None

1 ome-visiting 2.23 (0.88) 1.23 (0.61) 1.32 (0.65) 1.46 (0.69) .00 K > C, P. T
l'arent contact encouraged 2.74 (0.49) 2.95 ).36) 2.96 (0.20) 2.60 (0.52) .05

.03

,None
Nonel'hysical needs are mct 2.85 (0.40) 3.00 (0.00) 2.96 (0.20) 2.83 (0.39)

I on-excessive punishment 2.87 (0.47) 3.00 (0.00) 2.92
2.92

(0.40)
(0.39)

2.50
2.50

(0.11)
(0.52)

.00

.00
K, C > T
K C, P > T1 leasant atmosphere 2.91 (0.29) 2.96 (0.19)

afety, Health and Hygiene
II) 'vision of space 2.85 (0.36) 2.83 (0.47) 2.72 (0.46) 2.50 (0.67) .03 None

afety of environment 2.94 (0.25) 2.89 (0.37) 2.85 (0.37) 2.42 (0.52) .00 K, C, P > T

u. rvision 2.72 0.52 2.95 0.30) 2.84 0.37) 2.55 0.69 .01 C > K
Clean environment 2.97

2.79

(0.18)
(0.43)

3.00
2.98

(0.00)
(0.14)

2.85

2.77
(0.46)
(0.51)

3.00
3.00

(0.00)
(0.00)

.02

.01

C > P
C > Khildren's hygiene habits

Model good health/hygiene 3.00 (0.00) 2.96 (0.19) 3.00 (0.00) 3.00 (0.00) .18 None

ick child provisions 230
2.41

(0.79)
(0.74)

2.74
2.73

(0.45)
(0.53)

2.22
2.45

(0.80)
(0.76)

2.25
2.75

(0.97)
(0.62)

.01

.04

C > K
None

I otify about infections
I. 1 1 mme

ritten eraramme schedule 234 (0.75) 2 47 (0.69) 1.95 (0.87) 1.58

233
(0.52)
(0.49)

.00
.00

C > T
I C, P > Ttimulating activities 2.82 (0.43) 2.87 (034) 2.84 (0.37)

I: ased on child and famil needs 2.47 0.6 2.59 0.57 2.57 0.51 1.70 0.68 .00 K, C, P > T

ufficient equipment, etc 2.94 (0.28) 2.94 (0.23) 2.92 (0.28) 2.17 (0.84) .00 C, P > T

ID evelopmentally appropriate 2.91 (0.23) 2.93 (0.26) 2.96 (0.20) 2.46 (0.69) .00 I ,C, P > T

I: alance of child/staff activities 2.83 (0.44) 2.90 (0.30) 2.81 (0.49) 2.42 (0.80) .01 1 C > T
Indoor/outdoor activities 2.95 (0.22) 2.98

2.98

2.81

2.63

2.41

2.84

(0.14)
(0.14)
(0.51)
(0.53)
(0.76)
(0.37)

2.96

2.80
2.59
2.38
2.30
259

(0.20)
(0.50)
(0.59)
(0.771_
(0.77)
(0.67)

2.42

2.83
2.09
2.50
2.82
2.75

(0.70)
(0.39)
0.83

(0.67)
(0.41)
(0.45)

.00

.14

.01

.35

.24

.11

K, C ,P >T
None
C > T

I one
i one
None

Is ifferent group sized activities 2.89 (0.36)

l'rovisions for special needs 2.49

2.59

2.48

2.63

(0.69)
(0.58)
(0.70)

(0.58)

ultural awareness
I: iculturalism promoted
upport family valueWcustoms
I on-sexist 2.69

2.82

(02.11___

(0.43)

2.86

2.94

(0.40)

(0.23)

2.76

2.89

(0.60)

(0.33)

2.64
2.92

(0.67)
(0.29)

.20

.21

None
Nonetaff play with children

Outin:s and excursions 2.54 066) 2.71 0.50 2.85 0.3 2.92 0.29) .02 None

I. ro: amme evaluation 2.69 (u.55) 2.80 050 2.61 0.58 1.55 0.69 .00 K, C, P >T

5 7
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Staffing
Qualified staff 2.96 (9.27) 2.87 (0.35) 3.00 (0.(X)) 1.64 (0.81) .130 K., C, P > T

Staff are parents themselves 2.34 0.77) 2.83 0.48 3.00 01001 2.58 (0.59) .00 P, T > K
Staff arc experienced 2.95 (0.26) 2.93 (0.27) 3.88 (033) 2.67 (0.65) .02 K > T
Warm and caring people 2.87 0.36 2.95 0.23 2.92 (0.27) 2.83 0.39) .44 None

Team-work 2.88 (0.37) 2.94 (0.23) 2.85 (0.371_
2.65 (0.57)

2.58 (0.67)
Did not ask

.02

.00
C > T
C, K > PMeet for programme planning 2.93 (0.29) 2.94 (0.25)

Good staff leadership 2.87 (0.38) 2.87 (0.34) 2.78 (0.42) 2.00 (0.82) .00 K. C, P > T

Refresher training 2.83 (0.38) 2.65 (0.53) 2.82 (0.40) 1.89 (0.78) .00 K. C, P > T

Stability in staffing 2.65 (9.55) 2.88 (0.33) 2.63 (0.65) 2.50 (0.85) .04 None

rofessionalism important 2.90 (0.33) 2.80 (9.41) 2.77 (0.53) .00 K, C, P > T

l' rovisions for staff 2.64 (0.61) 2.79 (0.41) 1.96 (0.79) .00 C > PT K>T

Grou. size 2.63 0.61) 2.91 (Q30) 2.89 0.43) .00 C > T
Ratio of staff to children 2.25 (0.76) 2.89 0.32) 2.77 0.43) .00 C >TK P>T

I ' arent, Famil , and Communi Involvement
arents and families welcomed 2.86 (0.44 2.96 0.19) 2.96 (0.20 2.73 (0.47) .10 None

ommunity involvement 2.50 (0.68) 2.30 (0.76) 2.63 (0.58) 2.78 (0.67) .13 None

'rofessional assistance 2.70 (0.53) 2.73 (0.51) 2.71 (0.63) 2.40 (0.70) .39 None

Informed about philosophy, etc 2.50 (0.65) 2.58 (0.61) 2.65 (0.63) 1.82 (0.75) .00 K, P, C > T

r arent education 2.10 (0.77) 2.36 0.72) 2.390.72) 1.73 (0.79) .02 None

Iarent/staff partnership 2.58 (0.63) 2.78 (0.47) 2.88 (0.34) 2.37 (0.93) .02 None

l'arents join-in decision-making 2.81 (0.39)
2.62 (0.63)

2.77 0.43)
2.88 (0.33

2.92 (0.27)
2.83 (0.38)
2.65 (0.56)

3.00 0.00)

2.58 (0.67)
1.75 (0.87)

.14

.03

.00

None
None
P > T.K C > T

l' arent friendshi
Report about child progress 2.07 (9.76) 2.51 (0.61)

I' rovisions for parents 1.98 (0.79) 2.17 (0.68) 2.00 (0.76) 2.18 (0.75) .44 None .

* K Kindergarten, C = Childcare, P = Playcentre, T = Te Kohanga Reo

Childcare parents rated the settling-in process in
their centres as more sensitive than kindergarten
parents.

Kindergarten parents placed greater importance on
the practice of home-visiting (see Section 3.3.3) and
Table 10 shows that they also rated it as being
better done at their centres than did parents at
other centres.

The cleanliness of toys, facilities and equipment was
rated significantly higher t j parents at the childcare
centres than at the playcentres. The magnitude of
the playcentre parents' mean rating indicates,
though, that they still considered their particular
centre to be of a satisfactory standard.

Staff meetings for programme planning was given a
significantly lower rating by parents at playcentre
than at other centres. This difference may be
related to greater parent involvement in

programming decisions in playcentre because of its
nature as a parent cooperative.

Kohanga parents' mean rating of staff not using
excessive punishment on children was significantly
lower than kindergarten and childcare parents.
This difference may reflect the lower importance
that kohanga parents placed on not using excessive
punishment as a criterion of a , good-quality
childhood centre (see Section 3.3.3), rather than
parents' perceptions of punishment tending to be
more excessive at their kohanga. Kohanga parents'
lower rating of the importance of a pleasant
atmosphere as an indicator of a good-quality centre
(see Section 3.3.3) may also be associated with their
significantly lower rating of the actual atmosphere
of their kohanga in contrast to the higher ratings of
parents at the other centres.

Child safety was of greater concern to the kohanga
parents than parents at the other centres, as

indicated by the statistically significant difference
between group ratings of their centre's on this
criterion.
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On a number of programme rating criteria,
kohanga parents' mean scores were significantly
lower than kindergarten and childcare parents, and
sometimes playccntre parents as well (for example,
the criteria of: programme evaluation, a written
programme schedule, developmentaily appropriate
activities, and a balance of child-staff initiated
activities). Kohanga parents' lower ratings of
different aspects of their centre's programme may
be related to the absence of staff with recognized
(by the Ministry) early childhood qualifications? At
the other types of centres, parents' mcan ratings of

the criterion of qualified staff were significantly
higher than kohanga parents' mean rating.

Playcentre and kohanga parents' ratings of their
centres ability to provide for staff needs in the
environment were significantly lower than childcare
and kindergartens parents' ratings.

5

Playcentre and childcare parents' mean ratings of
whether they received adequate reports about their
child's activities and progress were significantly
higher than kohanga and parents' mean ratings.
The magnitude of the mean scores, however,
indicates that this criterion was generally not
perceived to be sufficiently met across all types of
centres.

Table 11 below provides data on staff ratings of
their parficuiar centres quality on the various
criterion. An asterisk has been placed beside the
Scheffe' test results that indicate a statistically
significant difference between kohanga staff scores
and those of staff at other centres because this
should be ignored due to the small sample size (only
one of the two kaiako in this study provided
ratings).
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TABLE 11

Staff Mean Ratings of Centre Quality Across Four Types of Centres and Statistically Significant

Differences Between their Ratings.

Quah Criteria Kinde .._arten Childcare Pla centre Kohanga Significance
p

.56

.41

.03

Children's Happiness Mean (S.D.)
3.00 (L)j
3.00 (0.00)

Mean (S.D.)
2.83 (031)_33:00
2.78 (0.9)
2.83 (0.38)

Mean (S.D).
2..0i0

3.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)

Mean (S.D.)
3.(X) 0.00)
3.00 (0.00)
2.00 (0.00)

Scheffe
None
None
K > T *

Staff show theutre
Responsive staff
Settling-in process 3.00 (0.00)

Pccr group stability 2.38 (0.52) 2.89 (0.32)
1.06 0.24)

2.67 (0.58)
1.57 (0.58)

3.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)

.04

.00

None
T>C K> Cliome-visitin . 2.50 0.76)

Parcnt contact encouraged 2.88 (0.35) 2.61 (0.50) 3.00 (0.00) 3.00 (0.00) .33 None

Physical needs are met 1(10_(0.00)
2.75 (0.71)

2.94 (0.24)
3.67 (0.69)
2.78 (0.43)

3.00 0.(()i)1L01(2.1)0)
3.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)

1.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)

.88

.09

.41

None
None
None

Non-excessive punishment
Pleasant atnIsbere 3.00 (0.00)
Safety, Health and Hygiene
Division of space 2.70 (0.46) 2.59 (0.51)

2.50 (0.62)
2.00 (ILO)
3.00 (0.00)

3.00 (0.00)
0.00 10.00)

.07

.04

None
NoneSafety of environment 3.00 (0.00)

Su servision 3.00 (0.00) 2.78 (0.55) 3.00 (0.00)
2.75 (030)
3.00 (0.011_32:110
3.00 (0.00)
2.00 1.1LOGLILL0

3.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)

0.00)
0.00 (0.00)

, .9
.41

.88

.42

.38

None
None
None
None
None

Clean environment 3.00 (0.00)
3.00 (000)

2.72 (0.46)
2.94 (0.24)Children's hyene habits

Model good health/hygiene 3.00 0.0((_3_2:81(0_38)
Sick el_ *1 rol_p_rim2.17
yotiy about infections 2.57 (0.54) 2.28 (0.75) 2.00 (1.00) 3.00 (0.00) .52 None

programme
Written programme schedule 2.71 (0.49) 2.11 L761_

2.72 (0.46)
2.28 (0.75)

1.33 (0220:0(110_1O
2.67 (0.58)
2.33 (0._ )

3.00 (0.00)
2.67 038

2.00 (0.00)
1.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)
3.00 0.00

.02
.11

.10

.03

.35 \None

K > C
None
None
None

Stimulatinatinterestia activities 3.00 (0.00)
Based on child and family needs
Sufficient equipment, etc

42.:75_(0.46)
3.00 (0.00)
3.00 0.00

2.33 (0.69)
2.61 0.61Develo mental a . ro . nate

Balance of child/staff activities 2.88 (0.35) 2.78 (0.55) 3.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) .72 None

Balance indoor/outdoor activities 3.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)

2.72 (0.58)
2.78 (0.43)

2.67 (0.51)
3.00 (0.00)

1.00(00 )
2.00 (0.00)

.01

.05

K, C? T
NoneDifferent sized group activities

Pr_aisionial needs 2.86 (0.38) 2.53 (0.72) 2.50 (0.71) 2.00(101z54
3.00 (0.00)

_time
.25Cultural awareness 2.50 (0.54) 2.00 (0.77) 233 (0.58) None

Biculturalism . romoted 238 (0.52)
2.25 (0.71)
2.87 (0.35)

1.88 (0.78)
2.44 (0.62)

2.50 (0.79)

233 (038)
233 (0.58)
2.33 (0.58)

2.00 (0.00)
3.00 (0.00)
2.00 (0.00)

.39

.83

.43

None
None
None

Family values supported
Non-sexist
Staff join in children's play 2.25 (0.89) 2.81 (0.40) 3.00 (0.00) 3.00 (0.00) .12 None

Outin . s and excursions 3.00 0.00 2.72 0.58 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 .48 None

Programme evaluation 2.86 (0.38) 2.33 (0.77) 2.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00) .J5 None

f;(
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&aft
3.00 0.00

150 0.84
2.39 (0.611
2.06 (0075)

3.00 1200
3.00 0.00)

1.60 0.00
3.00 0.00)

.00
.02

P > T1 K> C,T*

P > K----
Qualified staff
Staff arc arer_...ithemselves
Staff a.__.erienced 3.00 0.00 2.83 (38' 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 33 one

Warm and carin eo Ic 3.00 0.00 2.78 0.43 3.00 0.00) . i i .11 .37 None

Team-work 3.00 0.00) 2.39 0.70) 3.00 0.00) 3.00 0.00 .04 None

Staff meet to 21.an programme i i all) U
3.00 (0,00)
2.26 0.52)

2 72 0.58)
2.56 0.71)
2.06 0.73)

2.75 0.30)

2.50_10151)
3.00 0.00)

Did not ask
3.00 0.00

.41

.31

None
NoneGood staff leadershi

Refresher trainin! 1.00 (0.00) .01 None

Stability instaffi. 2.39 0.76) 2.35 0.61 2.50 (0.58) 2.00 (0.00) .90 None

Professionaiism important 3.00 0.00)
2.38 0.74)

2.44 0.63)

2.83 (0.38
2.33 (1.16)

1.75 0.96)
0.00 0.(10

1.00 0.00)
.09

.00

None
C > P. T*Provisions for staff

Grmssize 1.88 0.84) 2.61 0.61) 3.00 (0.00) 3.00 0.00 .03

Ratio of staff to children 1.88 0.64 2.83 038 3.00 0.00 / 3.00 0.00 .00 C, P > K
Paqnt, Family and Commum Involvement
Parents and families welcomed 2.88 035 2.83 038 2.67 0.58) 3.00 0.00 .85 None

Community involvement 2.63 (0.52
2.75 (0.46)

1.83 0.71)

2.17 0.621

. MI
2.67 (0.58)

3.00 0.00)
3.() 0.00)

.02

.08

None
NoneProfessional assistance

Informed abou hiloso h , etc. 2.29 0 49)

2.43 (034)
2.56 0.62)

2.22 0.73)
2.33 (0.58)
2.00 0.00)

3.00 0.(NY

3.00 0.00)
.57

.54

None
NoneParent education

Parent:staff . artnershi
Join-in decision-makin .

2.88 0.35

2.25 0.46
2.78 0.55)

2.44 0.62
3.00 0.00)

3.00 0.00
3.00 0.00) .85

.20
None

.ti Lit 1 None

Parent friendship and sumrt 2.75 0.46

2.13 0.64)

2.50 (0.71
2.11 038)

2.33 0.58.

3.00 0.00)
3.00 0.00)
3.00 0.00

.64

.07

None
oneRe orts about child progress

Provisions for earents 1.88 0.35) 2.00 0.84 1.33 0.58 3.00 0.00 .24 None

K = Kindergarten, C = Childcare, P = Playeentre, T = Te Kohanga Reo

Kindergarten staff rated their practicr of home-
visiting as being between the partially to fully met
marks. Their mean rating was significantly higher
than that of childcare staff. The actual differences
between the groups mean rating scores are large,
indicating that home-visiting was probably not
carried out by playcentre and childcare staff but it
was by at least some kindergarten staff.

Staff at the kindergartens, in contrast to the
childcare centres, rated their centres significantly
higher on the criterion of a planned written
programme schedule. Looking at the actual size of
the differences between the group means,
playcentres as well as childcare centres received
lower ratings by their staff compared to the

kindergartens.

On the criterion of staff parenthood experience
playcentre staff rated their centres a "3", and their
mean rating was significantly higher than
kindergarten staff. Further, the size of the actual
difference between childcare and kindergarten staff
mean scores suggest that although the difference
was statistically significant more childcare staff

probably have parenthood experience than

kindergarten staff.

The criterion of qualified staff was rated a "4" by all
landergarten and playcentre staff. A statistically
significant difference was found bctween childcare
and kindergarten staff mean rating scores, with
childcare staff awarding their centres a lower rating.

The adult-child ratio was rated by kindergarten staff
as being low. Childcare and playcentre staff mean
rating scores of the adequacy of their adult-child
ratios were significantly higher than kindergarten
staff mean rating scores.

Provisions for parents and for staff needs at
playcentres were rated lower by their staff than
were adult provisions at the childcare centres. No
other statistically significant differences between
groups were found on these two criteria. But the
size of the differences between the group mean
rating scores suggests that playcentre staff perceived
their centres to be doing less well than staff at the
other centres on thc criteria.
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Access to refresher or on-going staff training
appears to be possible in playcentre but not so likely
at the other types of centres. Playcentre staff rated
this criterion as being fully met, whereas childcare
and kindergarten staff mean rating scores were
significantly lower (p = .002). Note, though, that
the Scheffe' tes t did not identify any statistically
significant group differences.

Community involvement was given a significantly
lower rating by childcare staff in contrast to the
other staff groups (p = .018), however, no
statistically significant pair-wise differences were
found on staff ratings of this.

3.6 Observation of
Programme Practices and
Centre Environments

3.6.1 Centre quality as assessed on
the Quality Review Checklist

This section presents data on the observed quality
of the kindergartens, playcentres, and childcare
centres. Centres werc assessed on the same criteria
which parents, staff, and exnerts rated the
importance of (Section 3.3.2) and parents and staff
rated their centres on (Section 3.5.3).

The observation and assessment tool was the
Quality Review Checklist (QRC), including parent
and staff interview schedules, developed for this
purpose.(2)

(2) Observational data from the Kohanga Reo is
not included because when the QRC was trailed a
number of problems with its methodology and
content, particularly in terms of cultural
appropriateness and relevance, were noted.
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TABLE 12

Centre QRC Mean Scores and Standard Deviations

QualitySriteria Kindererten
Mean (S.D.)
3.75 (0.50)

Childcare Playcentre
Mean (S.:D.)
4.00 (0.00)

hildren's Happiness Mean @Ill_
4.00 (0.00)Staff show children they care about them

Staff arc responsive to children 3.50 (0.58)
3.75 (0.50)
4.00 (0.00)

3.67
4.00
4.00

(0.58)
(L00)
(0.00)

4.00 (0.00)

Sensitive settling-in process 4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)Pcer_group stability

Staff home-visit families 2.75 (0.50) 1.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00)

Parent contact encouraged 4.00 (0.00)
2.75 (0.50)

4.(X)

3.67
(0.00)
(0.58)

4.00 (9.00)
3.50 (0.71)Children's hvsical needs are met

Excessive unishment is not used 3.50 (0.58)
0.00

3.67
3.33

(0.58)
(0.58)

21)_271)
3.50 (0.71)Home like pleasant atmospher_e1O

Safety, Health and Hygiene
Clear athwavs between activities 4.00 (0.00)

4.00-- 0.00
4.00
3.33

0.00
1.15)

3.50 0.71)
3.50 0.71)o s and e i in iment safe/maintained

Children su .ervised at all times 3.75 (0.50) 3.67 0.58) 3.50 (0.71)

Clean building, facilities, toys 3.75 (0.50)
2.75 (1_16)

3.67
3.33

0.58
0.58

4.00 (0.00)
2.00 (1.41)
4.00_(01)0)
3.50 (0.71)
2.50 2.12

I`ersonal hv: 'ene tau: ht
Staff model :ood health/h y ene 2.75 (0.96) 3.00 0.00)

Provision for sick children 2.50 (1.22)100
3.25 (0.if_11 4.00

0.00
0.00Parents notified 2Lanyinfpction/disease

Pro 1 ramme
Written programme schedule 2.50 (1.00) 3.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00)

timulatin: mterestm la activities
Based on cluld and familyneeds

4.00_011_0
3.00 (2132)
4.00 0.00

3.00 0.00 4.00 TEL_
3.00
3.00

0.00
0.00

3.50 (0.71)
4.00 0.00ufficient to ment, etc

ID evelo men . a ro 'nate 3.75 (0.58) 3.00 0.00
0.00
0.58

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 0.0(11)____

: alance child and staff initiated activities 4.00 (0.00) 3.00

I: alance of indoor/outdoor activities 0.58 2.67

I i ifferent ou sized activities
_110

4.00 0.00 333 1.15 4.00 (0.00)

1' rovisions for -o'al needs 4.00 (2.0) IA() _0 0.00

1.67 (ll),.._2129._Ltoi_o
3.50 (0.71)

Cultural awareness promoted 2.50 11:22)
I; iculturalism romoted
Famil values/customs supported

2.00_1210L
_125 a_Lso2.1

3.75 (0.50)

1.62_11151

3.00
2.67

2.51 (0.71)

(1.10)
(1.15)

4.00 (0.00)
i_11_(1_00.00

4.00 (0.00)
on-sexist
taff join in children's play 125 (0.96)

Re: lar outings and excursions 2.75 (0.50) 4.00
3.67

(0.00)
(0.58)

3.50, (0.71)
4.00 (0.00)Formative programme evaluations 3.25 (0.96)

;3
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Staffing
Qualified staff 4.00 (0.00) 3.00 (0.00)

233 UAL
3.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0:012_.Staff have parenthood exrience 3..s_.) joal.

3.75 0.50
Staff experienced with youpg childr0 4.00 0.00

4.00 0.00
4.00 0.00
4.00 (0.00Staff are war ,nd cari

Staff work . . .er as a team 4.00 (0.00) 4.00 0.00 4.00 (0.00)
Staff meet plan programme 4.00 (0.00)

4.00 (0/XJ)1.67
3.25 (0.50)
3.50 (0.58)
3.25 (0.96)
3.25 (0.96)
3.50 4.58

4.00 (0.00
(0.58)

3.00 _f 1.73)

3.67 0.58
3.33 (1.15)
4.00 (QQO)
2.67 1.15

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.50 (0.71)
4.00 (0.00)
3.50 0.71)
2.50 (0.71)
4.00 0.00)

Good staff leadership
Regularly do refresher training__
Stability in staffing
Professionalism important
Provisions for staff
Group size not too big

h ratio staff to children 2.51('2_3) 3.V 0.58) 4.00 (0.00)_._Iii
Parent, Family and Community Involvement
Parents and families welcomed 3.50 (0.58 ) 3.67 0.58 4.00 (0.00)
Community involvement 3.75 (0.50) 3.67 (0.58) 3.50 (0.71)

3.50 (0.71)
4.00 1.0.00)

Outside professional assistance 3.75 (0.50)
3.75 (0.50)

CIO (0.00)
3.67 (0.58)Informed about philosophy/practice

Parent education provided 3.00 (1.41)
3.00 (0.82)

2.33 (0.58)
3.67 (0.58)

4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 0.00

Parents regarded as joint partners
Parents *oin in decision-makin 4.00 0.00 2.67 1.53

Friendship/support for parents 3.50 (0.58) 4.13()_0
3.33 (1.15)

4.00 (0.00)
Child proyzess/activiqf reports 2.50 (0.58) 3.50 (0.71)

L_LI) 0.7.1L,Provisions for parents 3.00_12:92Lm,58

Table 12 shows that all centres were rated a "4" on
five criteria:

- a high level of peer group stability,
- encouraging parent contact with the centre,

staff with previous experience
- a team-work approach amongst staff, and
- staff meetings (of some kind) for deciding

about the programme and activities.
The criteria which one or more centres were not
rated a "4" on, and the reasons for a lower rating
will now be discussed in order of the criteria listed
in Table 12.

Staff show children they care
All centres, except for one kindergarten, fully met
this criterion. Three of five parents interviewed at
the kindergarten commented that one teacher was
more caring towards the children than the other
who was "sometimes detached", "often short with
their children" and "inconsistent towards them".
Their comments supported researcher observation
and led to a decision to award a mostly met grade.
At two childcare centres considerable interpersonal
interaction and affection between staff and children
was observed. They could have been awarded a
higher grade, if one was on the QRC scale, than the
other centres who also fully meet this criteria.
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Staff are responsive to children
Two kindergartens "fully met" this criterion for the
reason that there was always at least one adult
available to respond, and to be responsive, to the
children's needs and social bids. Two other
kindergartens "partially met" it because the teachers
were not always observed to be, or able to be,
responsive. For example, a parent commented that
children often had difficulty teacher's attention
when they were conversing with other adults. The
teachers were observed to often ask children, who
approached them while they were performing
routine tasks such as preparing the morning-tea and
talking on the telephone, to wait until they were
available. One childcare centre was rated "partially
met" because staff were mainly involved in caring
for infants and toddlers. They appeared less
interested and involved with older children, and the
older children mostly gained attention either by
'playing-up' or when staff provided activities that
were directed by them. Staff at one childcare centre
were superior in their ability and enthusiasm to
respond quickly and appropriately. Observations
suggested two reasons. The first was a very high
adult-child ratio. The second was a philosophy of
staff being there to serve the children according to
their interests and needs, that is a 'bottom-up'
approach to interaction rather than 'top-down'.
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Sensitive settling-in process
At only one kindcrgarten was this criterion rot fully
met. Some of the kindergarten's parents
commented that they felt disadvantaged compared
to the parents and children who had attended the
Wednesday afternoon play-group available for
children not old enough to be accepted on the roll.
No other procedures existed, such as a pre-entry
session, for passing on information about
kindergarten policies and easing children into the
new environment. Parents were encouraged but
not required to stay with their child when starting.
Both playcentres met this criteria to a high level
because there was a commitment towards settling in
bath children and parents. An Information Officer
talked individually with new parents. Parents were
introduced and encouraged to get to know other
parents. Ways that other centres tried to ensure
that the settling-in process was sensitive to
children's and parents needs included the following
observations. At a centre a childcare staff member
lifted a child up to the window to wave good-bye to
her mother. New children at another childcare
centre were assigned a 'special friend' (a staff
member) from their first day who accepted on-
going responsibility for them. At a kindergarten
new parents were asked to arrive early to pick up
their child for the first few weeks.

Staff home-visit fitmilies
At only one centre, a kindergarten whose teachers
home-visited children during the transition from
afternoon session (for younger children) to
morning session (for older children), was this
criterion fully met. At two other kindergartens
home-visits were infrequent and carried out only
when a problem was klentified which teachers
wished to discuss with parents in their own home
environment, or when the teachers felt that they
needed to see children's home environment. At a
fourth kindergarten, home-visiting occurred when
the teachers had the time or when parents took up
the teachers' initial invitation and asked for a home-
visit. According to one playcentre supervisor it was
against playcentre policy to visit children and
families at home; although parents and supervisors
tended to informally visit each other. The directors
of two childcare centres thought that home-visiting
would be helpful for learning more about children
and families and establishing closer relationships.
But the problems of staff time and the likelihood of
finding a mutually convenient time with parents to
home-visit meant that they viewed this as

impractical. At a third childcare centre, the director
said that she and her staff were uncomfortable with
the idea of home-visiting and had no wish to carry
out home-visits.

Chiklren's physical needs are met
At one kindergarten children's physical needs were
met, except children were observed drinking water
from the water-play trough. Fresh water or a drink
of some kind could have been made accessible to
children at this and other kindergartens. At two
kindergartens and one playcentre, children brought
their own snacks and could eat when they wanted
(provided they sat at a table); the nutritious value of
children's own snacks could be questioned as could
whether every child had something to eat and
enough to eat. At two kindergartens the inside
temperature was cold enough for children, staff,
and observers to 'keep their jumpers on'. At one of
these kindergartens it was warmer outside than it
was inside. At the second kindergarten, the cool
temperature seemed to keep children from sitting
at activities and most engaged in more physical

activities. At one childcare centre some children (in
the toddlers room and in the over-three-year-olds
room) did not have access to toilet facilities without
asking a staff member or being lifted over a barrier
into the toilet area.

Excessive punishment is not used
At all centres, staff used only positive methods of
behaviour management, such as time-out, praise for
good behaviour, and redirection. At one
kindergarten, though, time-out tended to be the
main form of behaviour management. More
positive reinforcement of good behaviour and
listening to children by staff would have reduced the
possibility of over-reliance on removing chikren
from their peers and play activities. One playamtre
had a child with a behaviour problem who seemed
to receive adult attention mainly by misbehaving.
The technique of recErection and remaining with

this child for a short while whenever she

misbehaved possibly reinforced her negative
behaviour and provided an inappropriate model to
other children of how to gain adult attention. At a
childcare centre, one method of behaviour
management was relied upon which did not always

seem to be appropriate to every child and situation:
the staff talked through a behaviour problem with

children concerned. For some children spending
individual time explaining why they should not
behave in a certain way only reinforced their
grizzling or negative behaviours in instances when
they were seeking adult or peer attention.
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Pleasant atmosphere
There was generally a warm pleasant atmosphere at
all centres. Parents comments suggested that at two
centres, a kindergarten and a playcentre, the
atmosphere was very calm, warm and welcoming.
At thrce centres the atmosphere could have been
more pleasant. On the day of observation at a
childcare centre there was quite a bit of grizzling
and crying amongst the children. At a second
childcare not much grizzling or crying was observed
but neithcr were thcre many sounds of laughter or
happy noises. There was sometimes a frantic
atmosphere at one playcentre in the way children
and adults moved around when activities were being
organized because of the cramped indoor area.

Clear pathways between activity areas
At all centres, except for one playcentre, there were
clear pathways for children and adults to move
between activities and areas. At the playcentre,
because of the cramped indoor conditions,
movement between activities was often rcstricted by
equipment, materials, or people being in the way.

Toys and equipment safe and maintained
Staff had a high level of awareness about asfcaring
the safety of equipment and toys, for example at a
kindergarten a teacher was observed carefully
checking and removing protruding nails from cable
reels in the children's junk area. At one childcare
centre there were a number of safety problems,
such as a free-standing shelf that could fall on a
child if it was climbed on and the safety of outside
concrete ground around areas where children
climbed and toddlers crawled/walked. At one
playcentre, climbing outdoor equipment was not
stable/fixed and a number of minor accidents were
observed due to this, but otherwise the play
environment rweared a safe.

Supervision
There were problems with child supervision at one
cf each type of centre. The large physical size of a
kindergarten meant that more staff were needed to
ensure that all areas were supervised, even though
this kindergarten had three teachers. The inside
area was sometimes left unsupervised whcn a
teacher was called outside. A large cloak and toilet
room at one side of the main playroom could not be
supervised unless a teacher was actually in there.
The outdoor playground was very large and had
many separate areas not easily supervised by only
one or two teachers. At a childcare centre, a
number of instances were observed where a child
being attended to in one room (usually the
bathroom or the kitchen) was temporaki'.; left alone
while a staff member checked on children or talked
with staff in another room. Supervision
arrangements in the childcare centre's outdoor area
were not always ideal, with one staff member often
supervising up to fourteen children, including
toddlers and at least one or more infants in prams.
At a playcentre the parents and supervisors were
usually careful to ensure that an adult was
positioned in areas where children played.
However, parent-helpers sometimes gathered inside
withotit realizing that no adults were with the
children who were outside.

Clean building, facilities, toys
Therc was a high standard of cleanliness in the
physie environments of the centres. lvo centres,
however, had some hygiene problems. At a
kindergarten, children could take their snacks to a
table at any time they wished during session. The
table was not cleaned until the end of session, and
the surrounding floor and chairs sc metimes became
sticky or grubby. At a childcare entre, toys were
often mouthed by toddlers and put away by staff at
the end of each the day. The mouthed toys were
cleaned spasmodically when the staff felt that they
needed to be cleaned, rather than a regular daily or
weekly basis.
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Personal hygiene ruks taught
The extent to which personal hygiene was taught
and emphasised to children at one childcare centre
was commendable (e.g. individual toothbrushes
provided -nd used, individual flannels, children
washed tuor own hands using soap and water under
supervision, etc). A kindergarten also fully met this
criterion but not to the same extent as the childcare
centre. At five centres, staff were not observed
talking with children about personal hygiene
behaviours and standards. At a playcentre, the
bathroom hand-towels had become dirty and
unhygienic during the session. One kindergarten
had no form of drying facility or towels available for
children to dry their hands after going to the toilet
(on the day of observation). At three
kindergartens, teachers asked children to wash their
hands before eating, but did not supervise the
morning session older children's hand-washing nor
check whether children had. At one childcare
centre, staff washed children's hands for thcm
before meal and snack times. Staff could have
stood back from the basins and talked with children
about hand-washCng whilst allowing children to
learn and practice washing their own hands.

Staff model good health and hygiene
Three centres fully met this criterion. A good
example of staff consciousness about modelling
good health habits included the researcher when
she gave teachers some home-made biscuits for
morning-tea at a kindergarten. One teacher
explained to her that they had better not let the
children see them eating the biscuits because
children had been told to bring healthy foods such
as apples and yoghurts for morning tea. Ways that
staff at other centres did not fully met this criteria
included: not washing their hands after changing
nappies or assisting children to blow their noses, not
washing hands before serving or assisting children
with their food, and eating and having hot drinks in
the children's areas whilst working with children. In
addition, teachers at three kindergartens mentioned
that they often felt obliged to go to work when they
felt unwell, had a cold, or a temperature. However,
by doing this they could pass infections on to
children.

Provision for sick children
Only two centres, a playcentre and a kindergarten,
had an explicit policy on child sickness that was
made known to parents. The childcare centres did
not have adequate facilities to care for children who
became sick during the day. The director of one
centre, for example, said that they would use the
staff room. A second childcare director said that
they had a fold-up stretcher they could bring out
when necessary. Two kindergartens did not have a
quiet comfortable area where a sick child could he
placed, separated from other children, and easily
supervised.

Notification of infections/diseases
Most centres notified parents through newsletters.
notices, or telephones calls, if any children had an
infection or disease that could be passed on to
others. In most cases staff also advised parents or
asked the public health nurse to explain what to do
if their child, for example, got head lice. At one
playcentre and two kindergartens, there were no
formai systems or methods to inform all parents;
parents learnt only through weid-of-mouth. At one
of these kindergartens only the parents' of children
who were noticed to have an infection or disease
were told.

Written programme schedule
Centres varied in the extent to which they met this
criterion. Only one kindergarten had a written
programme schedule that fully met all aspects of
this criteria. It listed activities and planned daily
variations on these. It showed what the routines
were and the approximate times these occurred. It

was displayed in a conspicuous place where parents,
visitors and staff could easily refer to it.

Stimulatinglh.' Jesting play activities
All centres had stimulating interesting toys,
equipment, and materials for the children to use.
At one childcare centre, though, most manipulative
activities, books, and soft toys were on shelves.
Staff left it up to the children to help themselves.
Few activities were ever set up or changed daily to
attract their attention and stimulate their interest.
The younger children had many attractive activities
available but the range of activities suited for
children over three years of age was narrow. At a
second childcare there were many interesting
activities, however, little daily variation was

provided because of a lack of resources. The
centre, for example, had only enough books to fill

the book shelf and not to allow the books available
to children to bc alternated.
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Programme based on child and family needs
At one childcare centre the dircctor and staff put in
considerable effort to find out about child and
family needs (for example, they introduced home
reports for parents to complete daily, staff carried
out regular formal observation of child behaviour,
and staff meetings included discussion of individual
children and how best to meet their needs). The
programmes of one kindergarten and one
playcentre were also closely based on an
understanding of child and family needs through
formal child observation and communication with
parents about observations. Thc othcr six centres
varied as to how well they fulfilled this criterion.
The onus was on parents to tell staff about their
needs as these weie usually not discussed unless
parents raised them. A problem that impeded
communication between parents and staff at
kindergartens was the routine of mat-time at the
end of most sessions. Parents waited torther until
their children were given permission to leave and go
with them, making an impossible situation for
parLnts and teachers to talk much on a one-to-one
basis about child and family needs.

Sufficient toys, equipment, resources
At all but two centres there seemed to be sufficient
toys, equipment, and resources for children's use.
Two childcare centre directors mentioned that they
could not have the equipment and activity materials
they wished for because of lack of money, and not
having personal control over how money was spent.
Observation supported their comments about
insufficient equipment and resources at their
centres.

Developmentally appropriate activities
Activities were age appropriate at eight of the nine
centres, and seemed to be individually appropriate
at six centres. At the centres that did not fully meet
this criterion some children were observed to often
be engaged in activities that were too simple for
their age and appeared not to be of any challenge.
In addition, at one of these centres three to five
year olds did much aimless wandering and when
they did start an activity they seemed to rarely stay
at it for a sustained period of time. Active guidance
and encouragement of children into activities that
were appropriate for the individual child was not
happening.

s

Balance of child and stqff initiated activities
There was not a balance of some child and staff
initiated activities at two childcare centres, but at all
other centres this was observed. At the two
childcare centres some staff directed activities were
observed (for example, music and story-book
reading), but when these were not provided the
children mostly cngaged in social and rough-n-
tumble play. More structured materials and
activities could have been provided for children to
self-select and self-direct. Staff could have been
more pro-active by introducing individual or small
groups of children to specific activities.

Balance of some indoor and outdoor activities
Two playcentres and two kindergartens provided
indoor and outdoor activities to children all of the
time. One kindergarten, for example, often had
typically inside activities such as books and tea-party
equipment incorporated into outside activity areas
to stimulate play and encourage participation. One
playcentre, for example, had a large sheltered
veranda that was used on wet days for outside
activities such as woodwork. At five centres there
tended to be little, if any, interchange of indoor and
outdoor activities. Furthermore, children did not
have access to typically outdoor type activities when
the weather was bad. It should be noted that at one
kindergarten the teachers had tried to introduce
indoor activities such as easel painting and puzzles
into the outdoor activity areas to encourage boys
participation. This was not found to work so they
now keep all children inside for the first half hour
of each session to ensure they sample some indoor
type activities before going outside.

Activities for different group sizes
One childcare centre provided at least two large
group activities daily and all older children (above
about three years) were usually required to join in.
The environment was not designed to foster small

group activity (e.g. there were no divisions of floor
space in the two playrooms for different activities).
Children mostly engaged in individual play or short
interactions with other citildren and adults. At the
other eight centres activities were provided that
allowed for children to be on their own or to be
with a large number of other children. Most
activities at these other centres, though, fostered
small group play.
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Participation of special needs chikken
All staff who were interviewed mentioned that in
their charter it had been stated that they would
accept children with special needs and make any
necessary modifications to the building and
facilities. Few centres, though, had special needs
children. At one playcentre a special needs child
was not observed to have her access to activities
assured. A parent had made a special book to read
to her, but she usually sat during session on a bean
bag watching others rather than participating.

Cultural awareness promoted
Cultural awareness was promoted very well in one
kindergarten programme. The family play area had
a Chinese wok and dolls with different skin and hair
colour. The children's books contained a variety of
stories about life in other cultures. Parents from
other cultures were often invited to share aspects of
their culture with the children. At the entrance to
the kindergarten a notice welcoming children and
parents in a number of different languages was
displayed. Cultural awareness could have been
promoted more in the other eight centres though
the range of play materials available, multi-racial
toys, books, wall posters, dolls with different skin

colours, and staff-child discussions. At two
childcare centres and one kindergarten there was
no evidence of promotion of cultural awareness. At
one kindergarten the only attempt made was to
occasionally invite parents from other cultures to
talk with the children.

Biculturalism promoted
No programmes could be described as bicultural,
however, some programmes had a larger Maori
"component" than others. At one playcentrc, for
example, the supervisor said good-bye to children in
Maori. Maori words were stuck around the walls
and furniture as labels and there were a few books
about Maori culture and people. At one childcare
centre, staff attempts to incorporate Maori
language and culture were commendable. This was
helped by a fluent Maori speaker on the staff who
played the guitar and sung Maori songs and took
Maori activities with the children. The staff
attempted to incorporate Maori values into the
programme as much as possible. The researcher
experienced this when she was invited to stay for
lunch; that is, food was shared with visitors. The
Maori component of two childcare centres only
involved the teaching of some Maori songs and a
few Maori words to the childreli at one centre, and
some Maori posters on the walls at the other. The
teaching and recitation of songs and words could
have been extended into activities to increase
children's awareness and knowledge of Maori
culture and customs. The posters depicting Mao: i
words and culture could have been discussed by
staff in their interactions with children.

Family values and customs supported
Usually parents had to make the effort to :ell gaff
about their family values (i.e. religious, cultural and
social). Where these were known to staff they were
usually respected. For example, at one
kindergarten a mother who was a Jehov6h Withess
did not want her daughter to join in on the
celebrations of other children's birthdays. This was
respected by staff and the girl was given other
activities to do during birthday parties. Staff at
three centres may have done more to indicate to
parents from other culturns that they were welcome
and that the programme would support their
cultural needs. An interview with a kindergarten
parent from a recently immigrated family revealed
that she wanted hcr twins to hear and experience
only the English language. This raises the question
of whether at the parent's request assimilation and
not showing recognition of children's native

language and culture is best. To support family
values and customs some parent education by staff
may be necessary.
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Non-sexist behaviour, language and practices,
There seemed to be a high level of awareness
amongst the staff interviewed about sexism,

strategies for encouraging androgynous behaviour
and non-sexist attitudes amongst children. At three
centres, examples of not meeting this criteria were
observed. The balance of books and puzzles
showing people in non-traditional sex-stereotyped
roles at two childcare centres was questionable. In
addition, staff at one childcare centre were observed
only in caring and domestic roles and there seemed
to be a clear division between boys and girls in their
activities. For example, few girls and mainly boys
were observed on the climbing equipment and few
boys and mainly girls were observed doing purzles
and playing with the dough. Some kindergarten
boys were observed making a number of sexist
comments in the playground, for example: "go

away, only boys allowed here" and "we're strong,
you not". This occurred throughout the morning
observed and could have been addressed by the
teachers.

Staff play with children
Staff at most centres did not just supervise
children's activity they also joined in and either
acted as 'big kids" helping with the dough baking for
example, or they extended children's play through
introducing new ideas and discussion. Two
kindergartens and one childcare centrc did not fully
met this criterion because staff involved themselves

little in children's activities and had mainly
supervisory and caretaking roles. The criteria was
not fully mct at another childcare centre because
staff engaged in a lot of cuddling and 'fooling"
around with children. They were only involved in
children's play when they had initiated it or were
directing it.

Regular outings and excursions
Children were taken on regular local outings at
!mat once a fortnight and on two or more major
excursions a year at four centres. At one
kindergarten, children were nat taken to the shops
or local areas because according to the teachers
places they could visit were too far away for them to
walk. An excursion, using cars or buses for
transport, usually happened about once a term but
only for thc older children who attended morning
session. At another two kindergartens and one
playcentre there were often short outings but only
older children were taken on excursions and the
younger ones missed out.

Program= evaluation
This criteria was met at six ccntres in various ways
(e.g. monthly reporting about playcentre activities
and happenings to Parent Council and feedback
from parents, and a childcare dircctor carried out
staff performance evaluations). One childcare
centre and two kindergartcns did not fully meet this
criteria because programme evaluation only took
the form of informal discussions amongst staff and
no forms of written or regular assessments and re-
evaluations were made.

Qualified staff
Only the kindergartens had an all qualified staff.
Each of the childcare centres had some unqualified
staff at the time of observation: 33 percent (n = 3),
27 percent (n = 3) and 50 percent (n = 3) at each
centre. One childcare director said that she would
like to have an all qualified taaff but there was a
shortage of qualified people prepared to work in
childcare. She had received only three replies from
a job advertisement in the local newspaper and of
the three applicants only one was qualified. At the
playcentres, parents were rostered on as staff with
thcir one qualified supervisor. Playcentres were
difficult to rate on this criteria because according to
their philosophy parents are teachers and therefore
"qualified". However, the distinction here was made
between formal qualifications and training
experience.

Staff have parenthood experience
All playcentre supervisors and teachers at one
kindergarten were parents. The playcentre
supervisors all had, or still had, their own child(ren)
attending the playcentre they worked at. Not all
staff at the othcr six centres wcre pa -cnts, including
one childcare centre that had no parents amongst
its staff.

Staff are warm and caring people
Staff at all centres were most definitely observed to
have warm caring personalities. Comments from
parents confirmed this. Parents interviewed at one
kindergarten made some negative comments about
the personal attitudes of one of their teachers.
Observation of her interactions with children also
suggested that she tended to bc "stand-offish"
towards some and had "favourites" who received
more attention from her than others.
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Good staff leadership
This critcrion was met at eight centres. The
director of a childcare, which did not fully meet the
criterion, was available to her staff and
demonstrated acceptance of her overall
responsibility and accountability but she provided
little positive feedback to staff. Not all her staff
were aware of, and understood, the different
policies, procedures, and philosophies of the centre.
She did not ensure that her staff learned and knew
these from the timc they commenced employment.

Refresher training
Three centres had policies which supported and
encouraged staff participation in in-service training
courses through funding incentives and paid leave.
Another five centrcs had staff who were currently
participating in or had recently completed some
form of refresher training, however, no records of
this were kept for the purpose of planning staff on-
going professional development. At one childcare
centre staff attendance at refresher courses was not
supported, there was no policy on this, and there
was no planning and provision for staff
development opportunities.

Stability in staffing
The staff at three centres had not changed in the
last year and could therefore be descnbed as having
a very stable staff. At one kindergarten both
teachers were in relieving positions, although the
relieving head teacher had previously held the
teacher's position. Two other kindergartens had a
teacher in a short-term relieving capacity. At one
playcentre one of two supervisors had recently been
appointed. Because supervisors positions were
reviewed each year their jobs could not be regarded
as permanent. At the playcentres, different parents
were rostered to work each session which meant
that there was less daily continuity of staffing than
at the kindergartens and childcare centres.

Professionalism considered important
At all centres the staff interviewed demonstrated
that they valued the importance of their work and
believed in communicating this to parents and
ethers. A high level of professionalism was
evidenced at five centres, including staff
membership of representative organizations, the
availability of professional journals and books, and
frequent peer feedback on work performance.
Professional literature at one playcentre was lacking
and the few books that were available were old.
Two kindergartens and one childcare centre had no
professional books and current journals, and staff
did not comment on each others work..

Staff needs provided for in environment
Four of the nine centres did not provide very well
for staff. Two ldndergartens had a staff room but
this was also used at the end of sessions for mat-
times and to withdraw children or to talk with
parents. It was, therefore, not a private space for
the teachers. Two playcentres had kitchens that
were used as staff rooms but these were accessible
to children and parents. One of these playcentres
and a kindergarten had no secure cupboard space
for staff to leave their belongings. The basin taps in
the staff bathroom at another kindergarten were
not working.

Group size
Two kindergartens had large group sizes of between
30 to 40 children each session. Two childcare
centres had a large group size because at times they
had over 25 children in attendance including infants
and toddlers. A third childcare centre also had a
large group size but the children were divided into
"rooms" according to age, and thus there were
smaller groups within the whole group.

Staff-child ratio
The playcentres and childcare centres had high
:atios of staff or adults to children (between 1:.3 to
1:6 for children over two years). The kindergartens
had ratios of two staff to thirty children, or three
staff to forty children. Kindergarten's were making
use of parent assistance to improve ratios. At one
kindergarten one parent from each family was even
required to assist at least once a term or to fmd
someone to take their place. However unlike the
playcentres, parents at the kindergartens were not
viewed as staff but as adult assistants.

Parents and familki wekomed
Most parents who were interviewed felt that their
centre and staff were welcoming of them and other
family members. Three of the five parents
interviewed at one kindergarten said that they did
not feel comfortable and accepted. At a second
kindergarten, two parents with younger children
not enroled commented that they felt excluded
from helping and going on excursions because
parents were discouraged from bringing younger
siblings with them. Parents at a childcare centre
were not usually invited to participate in centre
activities, outings and excursions.
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Community members involved
All centres had at least some involvement by people
in the community (e.g. from mcn on periodic
detention who were helping to remodel a childcare
centre's playground to high school children on work
experience). Three centrcs, though, had minimal
involvement of community members. People

representing different organizations and
occupations were not invited to meet and talk with
children at these three centres.

Outside professionals known and liaised with
when necessary
A list of local agencies and health and social service
professionals that could be called upon was not kept
by one playcentre and one kindergarten. The
supervisor and head teacher said that they had
never had to call upon outside professionals for
assistance. Other centres had a list of relevant
contacts and called upon outside professionals for
assistance, advice or support from time to time.

Parents informed of philosophylpractices
Parents at all centres were given at least some
information about centre policies at the time of
enrollment and kept up-to-date about specific
activities through methods such as newsletters and
notices. All but two centres, a kindergarten and a
childcare centre, ht. a copy of their draft charter
displayed for parent to read. No other literature
about programme philosophy and general practices
was available for parents at these two centres.

Parent education
At least some opportunities for parents to learn
about child-rearing and parenting were provided by
eight of the nine centres. Four centres fully met the
criterion, providing different kinds of opportunities
such as parent discussion evenings and seminars,
workshops, guest speakers, a parent library,
information displayed on the noticeboard and use
of newsletters. At one kindergarten no form of
parent education was provided. The head teacher
explained that narents did not seem to be interested
and their attendance at evening meetings could not
be assured if they organized something.
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Parent-stqffpartnership
Parent and staff interviews revealed that staff
respected parents role, and parents felt that staff
roles complimented and supported them in their
efforts. Parents at four centres felt that if there was
a problem relating to their child they could discuss
it with a staff member but otherwise there was little
sharing of information. At one kindergarten in
particular, the parents interviewed spoke about
learning more from their children than from the
staff about what was going on in the kindergarten.
their children's experiences, and how their children
were feeling.

Parent involvement in decision-making
At seven centres, parents could participate in
decision-making through being on the committee or
going to Parent Council meetings. Two
kindergartens informed all parents when a meeting
was to be held so that they could attend as
observers. Staff at thc seven centres made known
to parents that they welcomed their idcas and
suggestions for activities. The playcentres met this
criteria to a high level because all parents were
members of their centre's Parents Council and mo
had responsibilities of some kind. At one childcal
centre, there was an openness and keenness for
parents input and involvement in decision-making
but no formal or structured opportunes existed
(apart from meetings for charter consuitation). At
a second childcare centre parents were not involved

in formal or informal decision-making processes
(apart from a parents committee formed for charter
consultation, but their feedback had little impact on
the charter prepared).

Friendship and support for parents
There was much evidence of childcare staff support
of parents and friendly relationships. For example,
staff welcomed and accepted parents who wanted to
talk about their problems. On occasions staff had
taken children home with them or kept the centre
open when parents needed extended hours. At two
playcentres and two kindergartens the criterion was
also met. At the playcentres a number of personal
friendships between staff and parents had

developed. Teachers at another two kindergartens
did not regard this to be their role, although the
head teachers mentioned that they were available
two afternoons a week if parents wanted to make an
appointment to talk with them.
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Reports about children's activities and
progress
Reporting tc parents about children's activities and
progress was done at two childcare centres and one
playcentre, for example: verbal discussions with
individual parents when they collected their child,
the daily activities of each child recorded for
parents to check, notes sent home with children,
and times set aside to talk with parents about their
children. At the other centres verbal and written
systems for sharing information about children's
day, their activities, physical well-being, and
progress were either not established or had much
scope for improvement.

Provisions for parents in the centre
environment
Provisions for parents were good at one playcentre
(e.g. comfortable adult-sized seats to sit on, access
to tea and coffee making facilities, an adult's
bathroom, and no problem with parking outside the
centre). At the other centres, there were no places
available to parents where they could rest, wait or
meet each other, comfy chairs were not always
available, and at some (city) centres parking was a
problem.

3.6.2 Summary of centre quality levels
on the QRC criteria

The data discussed in Section 3.6.1 is graphically
represented in Figures 1 to 5 below. These show
variations in centre quality levels on the different
criteria associated with ensuring children's
happiness, safety health and hygiene, a good-quality
programme, quality staffing, and parent/family and
community involvement.

Across the five QRC categories nine centres were
rated as fully meeting five criteria:

- maintaining a stable peer group,

- encouraging parent contact,
- having a staff who were experienced,
- having a staff who worked together as a

team, and
- holding staff meetings (of some kind) to

decide about activities and the programme.

In addition to these five criteria seven to eight of
the nine centres were rated a "4" on the criteria of:

- staff showing children that they care about
them,

- having a sensitive settling-in process,
- ensuring clear pathways between activity

areas,
- providing a safe environment,
- providing a clean environment,
- providing stimulating activities,
- having sufficient provisions for children's

play,
- ensuring a balance of child and staff initiated

activities,
- providing activities for different sized groups

of children,
- being able to cater for special needs children,
- having a staff who were warm and caring

people
having a head staff member who provided
good leadership,

- making use of outside professionals,
- informing parents about programme

philosophies and practices,
- enabling parent involvemen: in decision-

maldng processes, and
- providing parents with support and

friendship.

Five or more centres were rated as vety low in
quality on three criteria:

- home-visiting practices,
- promoting biculturalism, and
- having a written programme schedule.
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figura. How well centres were meeting criteria for ensuring children's happiness.
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Eiguaa. How well centres were meeting programme criteria.
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figural. How well centres were meeting parent, family and community involvement criteria.

Provisions for parents in centre

Report child activitie4progres

Provide parent supp

Parents contibute to decisions

Partnership with parents

Parent education

Tell parents about ph ilsophy/practice

Involve outside professionals

Community involvement

Families welcome

0 3. 2 3 4 5 6

Number of Centres

II Mt
0 ftstly Mt
Il Ili-daily/Mt ft



69

3.6.3 Comparison of staff and
researcher assessments

Eight of nine kindergarten, playcentre, and
childcare head staff members rated their centre's
quality on the QRC.(3)

The sum of QRC centre rating scores across the
eight centres was 1546 for observation ratings (X =
3.49, Std. Dev. 0.77) and 1580 for staff ratings (X =
3.55, Std. Dev. 0.71). The actual difference between
the observers and staff total mean QRC scores is
small (34 points). There was no consistent trend in
any one direction of individual staff or researcher
ratings being higher or lower than the other. Staff
evaluations therefore do not seem to have been
influenced much (if at all) by their personal interest
in their centre. Given a quality review instrument
and a request to implement it, head staff members
can objectively assess their centre, including their
own effectiveness as early childhood staff.. It seems
that the QRC instrument enabled the observers to
examine the every-day experiences and subtleties of
centre organization which were intimately known by
staff as recorded in their evaluations.

Only on four QRC items were statistically
significant differences between observation and
staff own ratings of centre quality found. The
statistics are shown in Table 13 and the differences
discussed below.

(3) The researcher met with each head staff
member to compare and discuss observation ratings
with centre ratings (see Section 2.5.4).
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TABLE 13.

QRC Items For Which the Dfferences Between Researcher Mean Observation Ratings and Staff
Mean Ratings were Statisti4;:ny Significant.

Criteria Researcher Staff Si t_Aylicajl_tce

PMean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.)
Meetin_ children's physical needs 3.13 (0.64) 3.88 0.35) 0.02

Personal hyliene taught 2.75 (1.17) 3.75 (0.46) 0.05

Balance of indoor/outdoor activities 3.50 (0.54) 4.00 (0.00) 0.03

Good staff leadership 4.00 (0.00) 3.50 (0.53) 0.03

Provisions for meeting children's physical needs
were observed to be one or two rating points lower
in quality at six centres than staff ratings indicated.
Discussions with head staff members revealed that
they tended to rate their ability to meet children's
physical needs higher because they assumed that
they were fully meeting the criterion. It therefore
seems that either the observers had been too`picky'
in awarding a rating to these centres, or the staff
were not fully aware of ways that they were not
meeting criterion.

Teaching children good personal hygiene was
perceived to be met to a higher level by staff at five
centres than was observed. This difference seemed
to be mainly because staff focussed on one or two
key practices and awarded a rating of quality
without examining what else was and was not
happening. For example, one childcare director
rated her centre a "4" because her staff praised
children and rewarded them with stamps on their
hands when they showed that they had learnt a
particular hygiene behaviour. She did not consider
ways that staff were not reinforcing children's
development of personal hygiene practices, such as
washing their hands for them rather than letting
them do this for themselves.

All staff rated their centres a "4" for provisions for
indoor and outdoor activities but the observers
rating was "3" for four centres. It seemed that the
observers were harder on centres than the staff in
making their ratings. Staff tended to make their
rating on the basis of the presence of indoor and
outdoor activities, whereas the observers ratings
also reflected the physical availability of indoor and
outdoor activities to children (e.g. outdoor- type
activities taken inside on day., when the weather was
bad and children were kept inside).

'7 S

The observers rating of the quality of staff
leadership was higher than head staff ratings of
themselves at three centres. Discussions with staff
at the three centres suggested modesty and a
reflexive approach to their work in the sense that
they were constantly thinking about ways that they
could be more effective.

Feedback from staff suggested three main benefits
of their involvement in assessing their centre on the
QRC. First, the QRC instrument gave them ideas
for improving the quality of their practices and
centre environment. One playcentre supervisor, for
example, said:

"I had never thought that having a special
area set aside for a sick child was important.
But perhaps it Le.

and, another playcentre supervisor said during a
telephone conversation:

"There were a few things I picked up
immediately on: I need to get some 'easy-to-
use' disinfectant and cloths for washing the
changing tables and other surfaces. I need to
subscribe to a professional journal I need to
put up a written journal. So I'd like to tell
you that in that respect it was very useful -
that these things came up immediateV.

Second, staff recognized ways that the different
components of centre quality were inter-related and
indivisible. One kindergarten teacher, for example,
made the following comment when discussing her
rating of the staff-child ratio quality criterion with
the researcher:



"Things that are frustrating we the ratio. If
we had more teachers we would be able to
have MOP? small voup activities. If we had
more teachers we would have more time to
talk to the parents. But with 20 parents each
to cope with each session we can't encourage
them to talk with us, and its better for them
to come at a time when the children we not
about".

At one chilt!care centre, participation in the
exercise was useful in a third way. The director
informed the researcher that she and her staff were
going to continue to assess their centre's quality in
this way and had already compiled a shorter
checklist from the QRC instrument:

"We asterisked some criteria that we weren't
or weren't achieving wellenough on and later
went back through the checklist and made a

separate list of these to evaluate ourselves
again in the future".

The areas they viewed important for self-

improvement were:
- encouraging parent contact,
- ensuring the safety of t...; ,ind equipment,
- ensuring good supervision of children's areas,
- developing a better procedure for cleaning

the na )py changing area after each use,
- ensuring programme aims were based on an

understanding and knowledge of child and
family needs,

- promoting cultural awareness in the
programme,

- working towards a bicultural programme,
and

- formalizing and documenting centre
procedures to orient new staff to the
programme.

For staff the process generally proved to be:

"not as bad as we first thought" (kindergarten

head teacher).

One major problem with the QRC was with its
length (some 20 A4 pages or 10 pages reduced to
65% of original size). It was not possible to get
around this problem because it was relevant to the
objectives of the study to assess the quality centre
practice according to the criteria which people had
been asked to rate the importance of.
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3.7 Congruency between
actual centre quality and
parent and staff beliefs about
what is important

TABLE 14

To test statistically for how closely the quality of
practices at the nine centres (on criteria assessed
using the QRC) related to parent and staff ratings
of importance, observation data was correlated first
with parent importance scores and then with staff
importance scores for the different criteria. Table
14 shows the mean scores and standard deviations
for centre observation ratings, parent and staff
mean importance scores and correlation
coefficients.

Correlations between Observation Ratings of the Quality of Nine Centres and Parent and Staff
Mean Importance Scores of the Quality Criteria Observed.

Qua lit Criteria Researcher Parent Staff Parent Staff
Observation 1m s ortance 1m s ortance

Children's Hap . iness Mean S.D) Mean (112)NleanIS.1.
3.87 (0.34)
3.95 0.23

3.90 (0.31)
4.00 0.00)

r
.80 *

-

r

-.14
.19

Staff show children they care 3.89 (0.33)
Staff are res . onsive to children 3.67 0.50)

Sensitive settling-in process 3.89 (0.33) 3.72 (0.58) 3.93 (0.25) . -.14

Peer group stability 4.00 0.00 3.17 (0.81)
1.89 (0A61_
3.51 (0.62)

3.80 (0.41)
2.24 (.1195)

3.93 (0.25)

-

.85

-

-

.78 *

-
Staff home-visit families 1.78 J1.09
Parent contact encouraged 4.00 (0.00)
Children's physical needs are met
'Excessive

3.22 (0M_
3.56 (Q..53)

3.66 0.57
3.74 (0.64)
3.79 0.43

3.86 (0.44)
3.67 (0.92)
3.97 0.18

.52

-.31

-.07

-.42
.31

1.00
Nnishment is not used

Home like pleasant atmosphere 3.72 (0.25
Safety, Health and Hygiene .

Clear pathways between areas 3.89 (033) 3.30 (0.70) 3.80 (0.41) .12 .45

Toys/equipment safe/maintained 3.67 (0.71) 3.83 (0.40) 3.97 (Q48) .55 .35

Children supervised at all times 3.67 (0.50) 3.86 (036) 3.97 (0.18) -.09 .50

Clean btcilitiedin s, toys 3.78 (0.44) 3.80_0.43) 3.87 (0.35)
_0.25)

3.89 (032)

-.28

-.23

-.73 *

-.26
-.08

-.42
Personal hygiene rules taught 2.78 j1M9) 3.74 0191_193

3.73 (0.51)Staff model good health/hygiene 3.11 (0.78)
Provision for sick children 2.89 (0.93) 3.28 (0.82) 3.69 (0.60) .02 32
Notification of infections 3.33 (1.12 ) 3.54 (0.67) 3.55 (0.74) .43 .87

0
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Pr_sfacnme
Written programme schedule 2.33 (1.00) 2.54 (1.02)

3.76 (0.46)
3.07 (1.03)
3.87 (0.43)

.78 *

-.17

39
.01Stimulating, interesting activities 3.67 (0.71)

Based on child & family needs 3.11 (0.78) 3.11 (0.82) 3.57 (0.73) .53 -34

Sufficient toys, equipment, etc 3.67 (0.71) 3.70 (0.48) 3.90 S0.311 -.11 -.08

Developmentally appropriate 3.56 (0.73) 3.79 (0.41) 3.97 (0.18) .24 -.23

Balance child/staff activities 3.66 (0.71) 3.55 (0.59) 3.73 (0.52) -.17 -32

Balance indoor/outdoor activities 3.33 (0.71)
3.78 (0.67)

3.68 (033)
3.63 (0.53)

3.73 (0.69)
3.90 (0.31)
3.79 (0.42)

-.22

.32
-.68 *

-.34

.15
-.27

Different sized group activities
Special needs provisions 3.89 (033) 3.52 (0.79)
Cultural awareness promoted 333 (1.12) 3.07 (0.83) 3.73 (0.79) .02 -.33

Biculturalism promoted 2.00 (o.a)
3.44 (0.53)

3.39 (0.83)
3.10 (0.88)

3.73 (0.79)
3.70 (0.47)

.13

-.12

-.11

.35Family values/customs supported
Non-sexist behaviour, laneass 3.56 (173)

3.22 (0.97)
2.71 (0.99)
3.53 (0.72)

3.69 (0.66)
3.50 (1.07)

-.23

-.10

-.35

.16Staff join children in their play
Regular outings and excursions 3.33 (0.'_11121.84.1

3.56 0.73 3.51 (0.64)
3.73 0.52
3.76 (0.58)

.42

.34

.07

-.17Proy amme evaluations
Staffing
Qualified staff 3.44 (0.53)

3.11 (0.93)

3.59 f,166)
2.37 (1.06)
3.70 (0.56)

3.57 (0.63)
2.27 (1.14)
3.70 (0.54)

.

.86 *

.54

39
-

Staff have parenthoodsperience
Staff experienced with children 4.00 (0.00)
Staff are warm and cam._ .eo . le
Staff work together as a team

_319_10.321
4.00 (0.00)
4.00 (0.00)
3.89 (0.33)

3.92(0.2_9)__.
3.85 (036)
3.68 (0.52)
3.76 (0.49)
3A 0.76
338 (0.73)

3.97 (0.18) . -.13

3.93 (0.25)
3.83 (0.46)
3.93 (0.25)
3.6 0.5014

3.38 (0.78)

-

-

.03

.55 .0

31

-

-

-.13

.13

Meet for programme planning
Good staff leadership_
I:_fresher trainin
Stability in staffmg

3.22 0S7
i0.83] -.24

Professionalism 333 (0.86) 3.63 (0.63)
3.60 (0.97)

.10

36
-.11

.61Provisions for staff needs

_32_3(0.82)
3.33 (0.87) 3.52 (0.69)

Group size not too big 3.33 (0.87) 3.78 (0.43) 3.93 (0.25) -.25 .64

High ratio staff to children 3.22 (0.83) 3.40 (0.80) 3.83 (0.38) 28 -32

Parent, Family and Community Involvement
Parents, families made welcome 3.67 02..spi3:71_111_1_50

3.67 (0.50)
3.78 (0.44)

3.26 (0.77)
337 (0.74)

3.93 (026)
3.43 (0.57)
3.60 (0.62)

.27

.24

.19

.30

-.32
.47

Community members mvotved
Outside .rofessionals used
Inform about philosophy, etc 3.78 (0.44)

3.00 (1.12)
3.41 (0.70)
2.59 (0.98)

3.76 (0.44)
3. 3 (0.57)

.02

.58

-.04

.49Parent education
Parents regarded as joint_partners 3.44 (0.72) 3.42 S0.80) 3.90 (0.31)

3.70 (0.54)
.51

.63

-.04

.parents join in decision-making__156(1.01)
Parent friendship and support 3.78 (0.44)

3.42 _.(2,72)

3.42 (0.75) 3.93 (0.25) .61 -.25

Child progress/activity reports 3.00 (0.87) 3.31 (0.78) 3.40 (1_81)
3.30 0.79)

36
.05

.33

.12Provisions for .arents 3.00 0.50) 2.18 1.01)

p < .05 (i.e. r > 0.66 for sample size of nine centres)

S 1
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On six criteria large and statistically significant
positive correlations between mean observation
ratings and parents' mean importance scores were
found. For two of these criteria, staff show children
that thcy care about them and a sensitive settling-in
process, only one centre received an obsavation
rating other than "4". Thus, the high correlation
occurred because parents at that one centre gave
relatively low ratings to the importance of that
criteria.

Greater variations among centres were noted for
the other four statistically significant criteria:

- staff home visited families,
- a written programme/schedule,

qualified staff, and
- staff had parenthood experience.

The large correlations are likely to have come about
either because parents found they liked the practice
in the centres where it occurred (e.g. home-visiting,
the availability of a written programme schedule),
or because parents who wanted the practice chose
cencres which displayed it.

Large and statistically significant negative
correlations between observation ratings and staff
importance scores were found for three criteria:

- home-visiting,
- pleasant atmosphere, and
- parents notified of infections/diseases.

In these cases, it is likely that the practice occurred
where and because staff thought these attnbutes
were important.

Somewhat harder to understand are the statistically
significant negative correlations between
observation ratings and parent importance scores
for two criteria:

- staff modelled good health/hygiene, and
- the environment allowed special needs

children to participate.

In the latter case only one centre received an
observation rating other than "4" so the correlation
depends on the importance ratings from parents of
that one centre. The correlation on the staff
health/hygiene criterion is more worthy of note,
indicating that parents tended to rate the
importance of staff modelling good health/hygiene
higher in centres where observed practices were
weaker.

51)



Chapter Four

Conclusion

4.1 Summary of Results

About parenb

The two main reasons why parents chose their
particular centre were convenience (e.g. location,
hours, cost) and because they liked what that saw
when they first visited (e.g. staff were friendly,
activities looked good, attractive playground). Some
parents enrolled simply for the reason of availability
(i.e. centre had no or a short waiting list).

Additional child care services were used by just over
one quarter of the parents for:

either further or better education for their
child, and

- more hours of child care, or for child care on
days which their centre was closed.

Parents from the different centres varied in how
they used their time when their children attended
centre. Playcentre parents mainly stayed at their
playcentre. Most childcare and kohanga parents
studied or worked outside-of-the-home. Most
kindergarten parents stayed at home (e.g. doing
housework and caring for younger siblings) or
engaged in recreational activities (e.g. gym class).

All playcentre and kohanga parents were involved
in some way in the running of their centre, but less
than half the kindergarten and childcare parents
were. Helping in the programme was the most
common form of involvement amongst parents.
Some kindergarten and childcare parents gave
various personal reasons for not being involved.
These would be relevant for staff to consider if they
want to increase parent involvement at their
centres.

About staff

Most staff were working at their centre for personal
and social/polit.ml reasons and few for monetary or
status rewards.
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Staff had responsibilities for carrying out a wide
variety of tasks, and head staff had additional
administrative and staffing responsibilities. Most
kindergarten and playcentre staff described their
roles as setting up the environment and facilitating
children's learning. Many childcare staff, in
addition to the same roles as lemdergarten and
playcentre staff, mentioned that they worked with
specific groups of children and attended to their
physical and health needs.

Most staff had expressed concerns about their work
to parents, centre managers, or others. These
concerns were mostly over employment conditions.
feelings of being taken for granted, hours and
wages.

Goals

Many goals were i ated as important by parents and
staff, but the very most important ones for both
groups ...T.

- ensurnig a safe and secure environment,
- promoting children's self-confidence,
- providing warm loving care,
- fostering peer relationships, and
- encouraging children's independence.

Staff tended to rate educational goals and goals
related to links with parents and family support as
more important than what parents did. The goal of
keeping children entertained was rated significantly
higher in importance by parents in contrast to staff.

Goals rated as more important by staff in contrast
to parents were:

- supporting children's individual learning
characteristics,

- worldng in partnership with parents,
- providing parent education, and
- promoting cultural awareness in the

prc,gramme.

The goal of parent education was more important
to playcentre parents than to kindergarten and
childcare parents. Parent support and friendship
was also a more important goal to playcentre
parents than to kindergarten parents.

Childcare parents rated the goals of providing warm
loving care and opportunities to relate with adults
as more important than kindergarten parents did.



Kindergarten parents rated the importance of
fostering children's compliance with social

expectations significantly higher than childcare
parents did.

Across the centres, staff generally agreed on the
relative importance of most goals for providing
early education and care.

Definitions of a good-quality centre

For parents, what makes a centre a good-quality
one? Features and characteristics related to
children's happiness (e.g. the atmosphere, social
interactiors, and behaviour management) and to
the programme (e.g. the amount and attractiveness
of toys and activities) were prominent in parents'
descriptions. Organizational characteristics (e.g.
staff-child ratio, trained staff) were not mentioned
as often nor emphasised as much.

Staff descriptions of a good-quality centre were
similar in many respects to the parents'. They
differed in respect of frequent references to the
quality of staffing (e.g. staff enjoy/love their job and
are professionals in their approach) and they made
more references to structural characteristics.

The importance of different criteria for
a good-quality centre

A large number of criteria were rated by parents,
staff, and experts as being important and very
important to the quality of an early childhood
centre. The very most important criteria for all
three groups were:

- staff are responsive to children,
- activities are developmentally appropriate,
- toys and equipment are safe and maintained,
- staff show children they care about them,
- staff work together as a team,
- staff are warm and caring people, and
- parents and families are made to feel

welcome.

Criteria related to ensuring home-centre continuity
for children and promoting links with parents and
families were not rated as important by parents in
contrast to the significantly higher ratings of staff
and experts. Other criteria which were less
important to parents and more important to staff
and experts were:

- a written programme schedule,
- a developmentally appropriate programme,
- a high ratio of staff to children,
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- promotion of biculturalism, and
- promotion ofcultural awareness.

Some criteria related to health/hygiene, physical
environment, community integration, and social-
emotional climate in the centre, were not as
important to experts as they were to staff, and in
some cases parents also.

The actual size of the group mean importance
scores suggest some differences among the groups
in what they viewed as priorities for assuring the
quality of an early childhood centre. For example,
there were large differences between the size of the
mean importance scores of the criterion of peer
group stability between staff and parents-experts,
with the magnitude of the staff mean rating score
being greater than the other groups.

Statistically significant differences between the
groups mean importance ratings of the various
criteria were as follows.

Home-visiting and staff professionalism were more
important to kindergarten parents than playcentre
parents and, either, kohanga or childcare parents.

Biculturalism and support of family values and
customs were more important to kohanga parents
than the other parent groups.

Outings and excursions, peer group stability, and
meeting children's physical needs were more
important to childcare parents than parents at one
or more of the other centres.

Kindergarten and childcare staff mean importance
scores of the following criteria were significantly
higher than playcentre staff:

- written programme schedule,
- balance of indoor/outdoor activities,
- programme evaluation,
- staff team-work,
- programme planning meetings,
- provisions for staff, and
- good staff leadership.

The practice of home-visiting was rated significantly
higher in importance by kindergarten staff in
contrast to childcare staff who rated it very low

importance.



The special qualities of different
centres

Some similarities and differences in how
representatives from the kindergartens, playcentres,
and childcare centres defined the concept of quality
and the features that they believed distinguished the
quality of their centres were noted.

Kindergarten quality was believed to be
characterised by:

- separation of age-groups into different
sessions.

- trained, professional staff
- reliance on (voluntaiy) parent assistance, and
- a free, affordable service for parents.

The quality of childcare was believed to be:
- a diversity of philosophies among centres,
- flexibility in catering for parents' child care

needs,
- fees charged to provide high staff ratios and

reduce the need for parent involvement,
- staff who had different training backgrounds,
- a family atmosphere characterised by warm

relationships between staff and children and
between staff and parents/families.

Playcentre quality was believed to be distinguishable
by its:

- interested and involved parents,
- organization as a parent-coopel ative,
- group supervision in some centr :s as an

alternative to professional staff,
- emphasis on parent education, and
- emphasis on a voluntary, self-help way of

operation.

Parents' and staff likes and dislikes
about their centre

Parents and staff all mentioned some aspect of their
centre which they pa-ticularly liked. Less than half
the parents expressed dissatisfactions but most staff
were not pleased about something.

Features that directly effected children's emotional
and physical well-being and fcatures related to the
quality of staffing received most praise from
parents. Staff made more positive comments about
features that effected their own happiness and job
satisfaction.
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Some kindergarten parents expressed concern
about the low staff-child ratio at their ccntres.
Across the centres, some staff complained about a
lack of funds. One staff member complained about
government influence over centres.
Parents' specific concerns were about:

- the way staff cared for children,
- parent-child separation policies and

procedures,
- the adequacy of provisions for meeting

children's physical needs,
child supervision,

- the quality (e.g. size, materials) of the play
environment,

- the type and range ofactivities,
- programme organization and scheduling,
- staff employment policies and practices,
- committee composition and functioning,
- recognition of their values and needs,
- the apathy of other parents, and
- barriers to their involvement.

Staff concerns were mainly about:
- the lack of understanding and support from

others,
- staffing (including recruitment of playcentre

parents to train, commitment of childcare
trainees to complete training, staff
educational levels, and staff union
membership), and

- the adequacy/suitability of play equipment
and play space.

Parent and staff perceptions of centre
quality

Parents and staff considered centres to be best on
the criteria of:

- staff modelling good health and hygiene,
- meeting children's physical needs,
- having staff with previous experience,
- teaching children good personal hygiene,
- providing a pleasant atmosphere,
- having a clean building, facilities, toys,
- having warm and caring staff.

Centres were rated by staff and parents as not doing
so well on the criteria of:

- home-visiting,
- provisions for parents,
- a written programme schedule,
- parent education,
- promotion of biculturalism,
- provisions for sick children,
- community involvement, and
- reports to parents about child activities and

progress.
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Parents mean rating scores were significantly higher
than staff on a nudler of criteria. On only onc
criterion, teaching chiidren personal hygiene, was
parents' mean rating lower than that of staff. This
suggests that parents largely viewed the quality of
their centre's environment and programme
practices in a more favourable light than staff did,
or their ratings were not as accurate as staff who
worked in the centres. Alternatively, staff may have
had higher expectations of quali'iy than parents and
thus tended to rate themselves lower on a number
of criteria.

There were many statistically significant differences
between parents' mean ratings at the different
centres which indicates that parents' views were
influenced by their type of centre. In contrast,
differences between staff mean ratings across the
centres statistically significant on only a small
number of criteria. This suggests that staff
perceptions of centre quality were much the same
regardless of such differences as centre auspices,
philosophy, and hours.

Observation of programme practices
and centre environments

The nine centres observed fully met five QRC
rating items:

- maintaining a stable peer group,
- encouraging parent contact,
- a staff who had previous work experience

with young children,
- a staff who worked well together as a team,
- staff meetings (of some kind) held to decide

about activities and the programme.

In addition, centres were also performing very well
on the criteria of:

- staff showing children they cared about them,
- having a sensitive settling-in procedures,
- having clear pathways between activity areas,
- being able to cater for special needs children,
- having staff who were warm and caring

people, and
- good staff leadership.

The lowest scores received by most centres were on
the criteria of:

- home-visiting,
biculturalism, and

- a written programme schedule.

Centres low ratings on some observation criteria
seemed to be linked to the nature of their service.
For example, all kindergartens received lower
scores on staff-child ratio than the other centres,
and vas a factor beyond the control of the

i kindergarten.

Comparison of staff ratings of centre quality and
research .atings indicate that there was little
difference and suggest that staff can, as objectively,
rate their own centres. Staff involvement in centre
asscssment was found to hold benefits for staff and
in some cases lead to changes in centre practices.

Relationship between centre quality
and parent and staff values

Large positive correlaticns between Q RC

observation ratings of centre quality and parents'
importance ratings on the criteria of:

- home-visiting,
- a written programme schedule,
- qualified staff, and
- staff have parenthood experience

suggest that either parents found that these
attributes were of a good standard in the centre
where these were present (or occurred), or parents
chose to go to the centres that were providing these
to their satisfaction.

Large negative correlations between QRC
observation ratings and staff importance ratings on
the criteria of:

- home-visiting,
- pleasant atmosphere, and
- notification of children's infections

suggest that centre quality on these attributes was
related to whether staff considered these important.

A negative correlation between parents' importance
rating of staff health/hygiene and observation of
this, indicates that parents tended to rate it as more
important in centres where staff health/hygiene
practices were weaker.



4.2. Discussion

Parent and staff ratings of the importance of
various programme goals were linked to their
definitions and views on centre quality. The most
important goals of an early childhood programme
for parents and staff were to:

- provide a safe and secure environment,
- provide children with warm loving care,
- encourage children to develop confidence in

themselves and their abilities,
- encourage children to mix and to get along

with one another, and
- encourage children's independence from

adults.

Parents rated the goal of teaching pre-school skills
higher in importance than staff did, as in Smith and
Hubbard's (1988) study. However, the difference
was not found to be statistically significant, and the
mean scores of both groups indicate that preparing
children for school was not considered to be a main
goal.

A statistically significant difference was found
between staff and parent importance ratings of the
goal of keeping children entertained, with parents
rating this higher. It seems, therefore, that a
babysitting image still pervades even though there
has been considerable movement towards
professionalisation and government recognition of
the educational importance of early childhood
centres.

A large and complex matrix of human and physical
environment variables were perceived by staff,
parents, and experts to comprise the quality of an
early childhood centre. For parents, staff and
experts the very most important ingredients of
centre quality were:

- staff who are warm caring people,
- staff who are responsive to children's social

bids and needs,
- staff who demonstrate to children that they

really care about them,
- a safe environment,
- developmentally appropriate activities,
- a team-work approach amongst staff, and
- parents and families always feel that they are

welcome.
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The personal attributes of staff emerged as a key
ingredient of centre quality, and this was especially
important for parents. Factors effecting children's
emotional well-being and the experiences
programmes provide for children were critical from
both the parents' and staff perspectives. From the
perspective of staff, the condition of the physical
environment in which they work, tt.eir employment
conditions, and their relationships with other staff
members were important quality considerations.

Parents' descriptions of a good-quality centre
suggested that they viewed quality as being most
affected by staffing in terms of staff personality and
skills in relating with children and providing a
warm, secure and happy environment for their play.
This supports Swain and Swain's (1982) study that
the key components of quality are the 'family-type'
ones, and extends upon their findings to show that
the social-emotional dimensions were valued highly
by parents at other types of centres as well as
childcare centres.

The nractices of parent education and home-visiting
were generally viewed by staff and parents to be
minimally important or not important to centre
quality. Parent education appears to have been
viewed as a patronizing practice by most parents.
Many parents did not want home-visiting, and while
most staff viewed it as important they felt awkward
about it and had inadequate resources to enable
home-visiting. That parents do not feel
comfortable with home-visiting was also reported in
Smith and Hubbard. These findings have
implications for the present government's policy
initiative - the Parents' As First Teachers project -
which involves trained staff visiting families in their
homes and showing parents how best to promote
their child's development.

Staff, parents, and experts varied in their ratings of
the importance of some quality criteria. For
example, staff rated criteria of community
involvement, clear pathways between activity areas,
a stable peer group and regular outings and
excursions as more important for centre quality
than experts did. Parents rated critetia related to
close centre-home relationships, and criteria related
to organization of activities, planning, evaluation,

and . taffmg ratios lower in importance than experts
and staff did.

8 7



Some differences between the parents' perspective
and staff and experts' perspectives on quality raise
questions about parents' rights, staff-parent
collaboration (or discrete functions), and the
autonomy of the early childhood professional. For
example, parents did not view their involvement to
be as closely related to centre quality as staff and
experts did. Whether staff should actively attempt
to change the views of parents and experiment
more boldly in changing the boundaries and
barriers that exist between the roles of the parent
and professional is an issue to be explored.
Conversely, should the influence of the professional
be reduced to give parents more say. as in the
consultative approach required to prepare charters?

It is interesting that the response rates to the
parents' survey reflected differences in parent
involvement at the kindergartens, playcentres and
childcare centres. The response rate was very high
at the playcentres, moderate at the kindergartens,
and second approaches to parents were made at
two of the three childcare centres. Playcentre
parents were more involved in their centres
although they did not differ significantly in their
ratings of the importance of parent involvement
criteria from parents at other centres. The
playcentres had a more collaborative approach to
running their programmes - with no actual division
into parent and professional roles as staff were
parents, and parents were encouraged to assist as
staff and to undertake playcentre training courses.

It is clear from the results of the parents' survey that
those who responded had a strong interest in their
children's care and education and had clear views on
what they wanted and liked. However, parent-staff
communication seemed to have been limited by
factors of parent time to attend meetings and
participate in decision-making (especially in the
case of childcare parents), access to a staff member
during the daily programme to talk with (especially
in the case of kindergarten parents), and feelings
that the programme was the responsibility or the
domain of staff.
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While staff and experts clearly wanted parent
involvement and close linkages with families,
parents considered that attention should mainly be
centred on their children. This finding has
implications for staff training. Should staff be
trained to provide for and meet parent's needs,
including parent education even if parents do not
want this? or should their focus be placed only on
the care and education of children within the centre
context? Research has demonstrated the
importance of a collaborative approach between
staff and parents to promote children's
development within the early childhood setting
(Smith and Swain, 1988). The need to explain to
parents the importance of collaboration and
personal involvement is a vital issue. Therefore,
ways of training staff to be more effective in gaining
parents' respect and confidence to successfully fulfil
a parent support role need to be urgently
addressed.

There were some discrepancies between parent and
staff views on their centre's quality. Parents
perceived their centres to be performing better on a
number of criteria than staff did. For example
parents' mean ratings of the criteria of a clean
environment, promotion of biculturalism, and
qualified staff were significantly higher than staff
mean ratings. This finding suggests that either
parents' had inflated views about how good their
centre was and staff tended to rate themselves
harder, or staff had a more indepth knowledge of
actual practices and what was provided in their
centre's environment. It is likely that the second
possibility is more accurate as observational data
suggests that parents could be involved more in

their centres.

Bicukuralism was considered by most parents and
some staff to be of little importance for centre
quality. The promotion of .biculturalism was
observed to be minimal at most centres. Yet,
addressing' the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi
in centre policies and programme practices was an
essential part of the consultation and charter
development process in these centres at the time of
data collection (1990 year). This illustrates that
care needs to taken in how new policy requirements
are introduced because attitudes and practices
many not be so quickly and easily changed by
government decree if people hold firm beliefs and
values.
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A comparative analysis of centres serving different
cultural groups was not the major purpose of the
study, but it is clear that the parents from the
Kohanga Reo and thc kindergartens, playcentres,
and childcare centres differed mainly in respect to
the kaupapa (philosophy) of Te Kohanga Reo. For
kohanga, a cultural dimension of quality was critical
along with care and education dimensions also
important to the other types of centres. Kohanga
parents' ratings of the importance of staff
parenthood experience, biculturalism, and
recognition of family values and customs in the
programme were significantly higher than those of
parents at other centres. Promotion of one's own
culture was rated by every kohanga parent as being
a very important goal for the early childhood
centre, but it was considered to be one of the least
important goals by parents at the other centres.

Quality criteria related to staff inter-relationships
and provisions for staff were not valued as highly by
playcentre staff compared to other staff. This
could be because sessions at both playcentres were
operated by a single supervisor with the assistance
of pareats and, therefore, these criteria were not
viewed to be as relevant for assuring centre quality
as they were at other centres where more staff were
employed. Tne formality of a written programme
schedule was also not as important for playcentre
staff, and the reasons for this need to be further
explored.

The family-like atmosphere quality of childmre as
identified by childcare centre representatives, was
supported by the higher importance ratings of
childcare staff and parents on criteria of peer
group stability, providing regular outings and
excursions, and meeting children's physical needs.
The finding that childcare centres had a greater
focus on meeting children's physical needs (from
the perspectives of parents, staff, and
representatives of the different centres, and from
observation of the practices of centres) agrees with
Meade's (1985) conclusion that this is a main
difference between childcare and kindergarten and
playcentre programmes.

The data on staff and parents' concerns shows how
environments may be better planned. The main
concerns expressed by parents were to do with the
way their children were cared for, the kind of play
environment that was provided and how parent-
staff separation was handled. Staff were worried
mostly about problems of sufficient funding,
problems in their physical working environment,
the need for improvements in staffing (number of
trained staff, and staff characterisi os/attitudes), and
the lack of support they received in their job.
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Although staff liked workiag with children and
viewed this as really important, centres had high
turnovers of staff. This findings has policy
implications tor both the government in their quest
to enhance the quality of early education and the
management of individual centres. Why do staff
tend to change every year or two? While staff
reported that they gained much personal
satisfaction from their work they also found it
phy ically stressful and few stated wages/salaries as
a reason for wanting to work in the early childhood
field. Another, more recent possibility to emerge is
work-load stress, especially that brought on by the
introduction of the requirement to develop centre
charters (see Report 1 from this research project).
Sarah has since found that few of the original staff
who participated in the study were at their centres
six months after data collection: all kinderganens
and kohanga had experienced some changes in
teaching staff, and the three childcare centres had
all lost their directors while one childcare centre
had experienced an almost complete change of
staff.

As in Kennedy et al's (1990) study of Mobile
Preschool Units the problem of adequately
providing for the developmental needs of children
across all age-groups in a programme was noted in

the results. It was commented on by some parents
and staff, and observed in some centres.
Observations revealed that at one childcare centre
the problem was one of lack of age-appropriate
equipment and at a farther two centes staff could
have done more to extend the learning of either
younger or older children.

The operational theories of staff were not emmined
in any depth (Bell, 1990), but the study
demonstrates that staff had a fairly realistic outlook
on the nature of their practice and ability to provide

a quality environmeat according to the availability
of resources and the philosophy of their servi-e.
Few significant statistical differences were noted
between head staff members perceptions of their
practice and observations of it.

Meade (1985) has argued that self-reflection
through formative evaluation of programmes is
critical for promoting the quality of staff practices.
The Quality Review rfiecklist was helpful to staff
for reflecting on and identifying ways to improve
centre quality in terms of their own goals and
practices.

8 9
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This study has been an exploratory study of
different perspectives on quality and has involved
observation of centres. One limitation has been
that the observation instrument developed for the
study contained a range of criteria, not all of which
were later found to be key ingredients of quality
from the perspectives of staff, parents, and experts
and for the particular type of centre observed. A
further stage in the study could be to go back to the
centres and to include a larger sample of centres
from other regions, and assess centre quality using a
revised instrument in conjunction with other
observational methods such as running records of
children's behaviour and staff interactions.

A cultural perspective on quality was touched on in
the study but not explored in any depth. This was
the first study of its kind involving Te Kohanga Reo.
in the Otago region, carried out by a pakeha ui d
University institution. The response of the two
kohanga whanau was Al t4INZ 0+ Conere%

amck rg+Ice nCe . Developments since data
collection suggest that if the study was implemented
again the participation rate could be very high (see
Appendix 3). Quality is an important issue in the
development of Te Kohanga Reo. Appropriate
methodologies need to be developed to study the
research problem fro,a a Maori perspective.

This study has highlighted the importance of a
multidimensional view of quality. Quality is not
just an empirical issue but a value issue also.
Greater breadth of understanding has been possible
than if the usual science of child development
approach had been taken. In addition to the
cultural perspective on quality other perspectives
remain to be investigated, for example how do
children view their centre's quality?
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Appendix 1(a) Parents' Questionnaire

The Early Chiklhood centre Quality Study

Parents Questionnaire

Dear Parents

I am trying to fmd out what things are crucial to quality in early childhood education and care. The views of
parents are of central importance. h would help me greatly in my investigation it' you would take the time to
complete this questionnaire. This information will also be very useful for your centre.

Please do not be put off by the length of this questionnaire. You should find that it will be quite quick to
complete because most questions only ask you to choose from among the responses provided.

This questionnaire has been designed to find out what families need and believe to be important for children. A
summary of this informaSon will be given to the teachers and committee members, and this should help in
preparing the new charter for the centre. Your answers will also help me to idcntify what quality is from the
parents' perspective and the results will be reported to the Ministry of Education who are supporting this
investigation. Please be assured that your name and individual answers will be kept confidential in all verbal and
written reports of the results (within the centre and beyond),

Please complete and return the questionnaire by Thursday 22nd February to your centre. If there are any
further comments you would like to add about this questionnaire or your centre please write these on the back of
the last page. An envelope is attached to place the completed questionnaire m to ensure confidentiality.

If you have any queries or require assistance please call me ph 7g8-619 (Education Department, University). Or
leave a message if I am not in the office. Thank you in anticipation for the time and effort you will spend on the
questionnaire.

Sincerely

Sarah Farquhar
(Ph.D. Student)

P.S. If you do not have room to complete the questions in the spaces provided, please use the back of the pages.

9 3
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SECTION A

1. How did you first hear about this centre?

2. Did you look at any other early childhood centres or enquire into any other forms of care before deciding on

this centre? YES / NO, Why?

3. Are you currently using any other form of pre-school/child care arrangement? YES / NO What? and Why?

4. What is your involvement in the centre? (for example, parent-helping, attending meetings, etc.)

5. What features of the centre (including staff, programme, environment and committee) are you glut happy

with?

6. What features of the centre(including staff, programme, environment and committee) are you least happy with?

9 4



7. Please define and descnbe what a good -quality early childhood centre is from your point of view:
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SECTION B

The statements below describe goals and principles of early childhood centres which - e important to different
people. What is your view on the importance of these goals?

Please circle the number on the rating scale that best reflects how important you feel each goal to be.

Importance Rating Scale
4 = very important
3 = important
2 = moderately important
1 = not important

1.1

1. Teach pre-school skills (e.g. alphabet) 4 3 2 1

2. Provide warm loving care for children 4 3 2 1

3. Parent education (e.g. information on child-rearing) 4 3 2 1

4. Help children to develop self-confidence 4 3 2 1

5. Encourage children's it ',1pendence 4 3 2 1

6. Encourage social relationships with other children 4 3 2 1

7. Encourage children to learn to relate with other adults 4 3 2 1

8. Promote chilaren's spiritual development 4 3 2 1

9. Foster children's compliance with social expectations e.g. 4 3 2 1
to comply with rules, follow instructions/commands

10. Meet children's individual physical needs 4 3 2 1

11. Provide a safe and secure environment for children 4 3 2 1

12. Assist children to develop their language skills 4 3 2 i

13. Promote children's aesthetic development (e.g.drawing) 4 3 2 1

14. Keep children entertained 4 3 2 1

15. Promotc intellectual development/conceptual understanding 4 3 2 1

16. Provide opportunities to practice and develop physical skills 4 3 2 1

17. Partnership with parents in providing early education/care 4 3 2 1

18. Supports children's individual learning characteristics/style 4 3 2 1

19. Promote language and values of children's own culture 4 3 2 1

20. Promote language and values of other culture(s) 4 3 2 1

21. Promote children's moral development 4 3 2 1

22. Provide support and friendship to parents 4 3 2 1
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SECTION C

This section seeks information about:

(A) How important you believe each of the features listed below are for quality early education and care, and
(B) How you feel your own centre rates on these features.

For each of the features below, please draw a circle around the number on each of the two rating scales which

best reflects your views.

(A) Impnrtance Rating
4 = very important
3 = important
2 = moderately important
1 = not important

(B) Centre Rating
3 = met
2 =partially met
1 = not met

Children's Happiness
A
Importance Centre Rating

Staff show affection arid a caring attitude towards the children 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff are responsive to children (e.g. listen and reply) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff help new children to settle in (e.g can bring a familiar toy) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Children are with other familiar children (i.e. peer group is not
frequently changing)

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff visit children and families at home (i.e. home-visiting) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Parent contact with centre is encouraged 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Children's physical needs are met (e.g. food, rest) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Excessive punishment is not used 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

The atmosphere at the centre is pleasant (e.g. adult voices
do not dominate, laughter)

4 3 2 1 3

Any other important or very important factors for ensuring children's happiness?

9 7
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Safety, health and hygiene
Importance Centre Rating

There are clear pathways between activity areas (i.e. little 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

clutter and activities not disrupted by people moving around)

Toys and equipment are kept in good repair and are safe 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Children are under staff supervision at all times 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Centre appears clean (e.g. floors are regularly swept, play areas,
toys and bathroom washing facilities regularly cleaned

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Personal hygiene is taught to the children and consistently
reinforced in the programme

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

The staff appear healthy and model good personal hygiene 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Provisions for sick children, (e.g. an area in which they may rest) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

All parents are informed i a child has an infection or contagious
disease

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Any other important or very important features for health, hygiene and safety?

98
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Programme
Importance Centre Rating

There is a written daily programmc schedule 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

There are interesting activities to keep children stimulated 4 3 2 1 .3 2 1

Programme aims developed from/based on child and family needs 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

A variety of play equipment and resources in sufficient quantity 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Activities are appropriatc to children's age and ability 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

There is a balance of child initiated and staff initiated activities 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Thcre is a balance of indoor and outdoor activities 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

There is a mixture of small group and large group activities, and
activities for children to do on their own

4 3 2 1 3 / 1

Changes/modifications are made for children with special needs 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Cultural awareness is promoted in the programme 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Non-sexist behaviour, language, and activities are promoted 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Programme supports individual families values and customs 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Programme is bicultural 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff join children in their play 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Children are taken Gn regular outings and excursions 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff carry out assessments of the programme and activities
and use this information in programme planning

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Any other important or very important programme features?
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Staffing
Importance Centre Rating

Staff have formal qualifications in early childhood 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff are parents' themselves 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff are experienced in working with young children 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff are warm, caring people (i.e. personality) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff work together as a team 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff meet regularly to plan the programme 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

The head staff member provides good leadership 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff attend refresher training courses 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff turnover is low (i.e. they are there for a number of years) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff are professionals (e.g. belong to professional associations) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Provisions are made for staff needs in the environment
(e.g. separate staff room, adult toilet)

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Group size (i.e. total number of children attending) is not too big 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

There is a high ratio of .idults to children 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

W. iat do you think the group size (total number of children at the centre ) should be?

If you recommend that group-size should be different according to the age of the children, please specify:

What do you think the adult/child ratio should be? adult to children

If you recommend that the adult/child ratio should be different for different age-groups of children, please

specify:

Any other important or very important staffing features?

C
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Parent, Family and Communiv Involvement
Importance Centre Rating

Parents and families arc made to always feel welcome 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Community involvement is encouraged (e.g. traffic officer visits) 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Professionals/organizations are called on for advice/assistance 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Parents are provided with information about staff practices
and programme philosophies

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Parent education opportunities are provided 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff demonstrate that they consider parents to be joint partners
in the care and education of their children

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Patents are part of the decision-making process in the centre 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Staff show friendship and support of parents (e.g. when tney are
stressed or have problems)

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Reports on children's activities and progress are given to parents 4 3 2 1 3 2 1

There are provisions for parents at the centre (e.g. magazines,
comfy chairs to rest on)

4 3 2 1 3 2 1

Any other important or very important features for supporting parent, family and community involvement?

241/1/=........

101
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SECTION

The following questions are asked for statistical purposes.

1. For each of your children currently attending this centre please state:

1st Child 2nd Child 3rd Child

(a) their age(s)

(b) how tong they have been enrolled

(c) how many sessions a week they attend

(d) the weekly cost in fees or donations

(e) any special needs your children may have?

(f) what ethnic group your child(ren) belong to
.......

2. What is yow relationship to the child(ren) who attend this kindergarten? (e.g. mother, father, partner to the

child's parent)

3. Is there anyone else who has major responsibility for your child(ren)?

4. What do you mostly do during the time that your child attends the centre? (please tick)

Full-time paid employment Part-time paid employment

Leisurc/sports activity Household work

Stay with child(ren) Involved in centre activities e.g. parent-helping

Other, please descnbe:

5. If you ticked part or full-time paid employment please specify your occupation:

6. Please indicate what you estimate your gross fannlyjnomc was in 1989:

0 - $10,0000 $10,000 + - $20,000

$20,000+ - $30,000 $30,000+ - $40,000

$40,00+ - $50,0000 $50,000+

7. What was your highest school leaving qualification?

8. What (if any) qualifications have you obtained since leaving school?

THANK YOU

102
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Appendix 1 (b) Staff questionnaire sections ,4 and C thet are not in common with the parents'
questionnaire.

YOUR POSITION:

CENTRE NAME:

SECTION A

1. For what reason(s) are you working in the early childhood field?

2. Have you co any occasions discussed the conditions of your work with other staff, union representatives, or
other people? YES/NO. If yes what were your concerns and who did you discuss them with?

3. What kinds of decisions do you make or contribute to? (i.e. your main responsibilities)

4. What features of the centre (including staff, programme, environmen4 committee) are you most
happy with?

1( 3
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S. What features of the centre (including staff programme. environment and committee) are you least happy with?

6. Please define and describe what a good quality early childhood centre is from your point of view:

10 4
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SECTION D

Tim :falkwing gautIma El le asked :Parr attalstdaul purpwarm

1. How many years have you been working at this centre? years

2. How many hours each week do you work at this centre? hours

3. What is your average weekly pay (before tax and deductions)? $

4. What (if any) recognized P. y childhood qualifications do you have? (please give full name of Certificate or

DtPloma and year of award)

5. What qualifications or courses are you currently completing (if any)?

6. What was your highest school leaving qualification?

7. What prior experience (if any) in working with children and families have you had? (please describe t)pe of

work and number of years and months)

8. Please indicate your age (place a tick in the appropriate box)

15 - 20 21 - 25 26 - 30 31 - 35 36 - 40 41 45 45+

9. What ethnic group do you consider you belong to? (please tick)

Maori Pakeha/New Zealander

Pacific Islander Other, please describe:

10. If you have children of your own please state how many and their ages:

ftsiklo (number of children) (age) (age) (age)

105
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Appendix 1 (c) Expert Questionnaire
(questions on experts' background that were asked in addition to a question to rate the importance of different quality
criteria as contained in both the parents' and the staff questionnaires).

1. What is your current work position?

2. Which early childhood groups arc you associated with or have work/professional contacts with?

Kindergarten
Kohanga Reo
Playcentre
Childcare
Pacific Island Centres
Other, please specify:
Not applicable, or no contact with any early childhood groups

3. Briefly outline the nature (type and extent) of your role and involvement within the early childhood field:

4. How long (years/months) have you been involved or associated with the early childhood field:

5. What (if any) formal qualifications and training in early education and care do you have?

6. What (if any) is your highest tertiary education diploma or degree?

7. Are you are parent?

Yes
No

8. What is your sex?

Female
Male

9. To what ethnic group do you describe yourself as belonging to?

N Z European
Maori
Pacific Islander
Other, please specify:

THANKS
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Appendix 2(a) Quality Review Checklist

QUALITY REVIEW CHECKLIST

For Research Study on Early Childhood Centres

(please do not copy or quote without permission from the researcher)

Purpose

The QUALITY REVIEW CHECKLIST (QRC) has been drafted for the research snidy on Quality in Early
Childhood Centres. The first part of the study looked at what participants believed quality was. This part of
the study is an attempt to turn goals and values into something which can be observed.

Data has been collected on parents' and staff values about the importance of the each rating criterion in the
QRC. The QRC will be used to observe children's and adults experiences and activities, as well as the quality of
their centre environment. Observation of centrc quality will enable the relationship between parents' and staff
values about what is important to ensure good-quality early education and care and the actual practices of staff
and centres to be examined in the study.

Individual centres are not expected to meet each criteria as centres vary on what components of a good-quality
programme arc valued.

The QRC is designed to be used only in centres that are licensed (i.e. they meet government's minimum
standards) . In its present form it is appropriate for kindergartens, playcentres, and childcare centres but.not for
any Te Kohanga Reo or other language nests.

Methodology

The methodology is based largely upon the work done by the National Association for the Education of Young
Children and their Centre Accreditation Project.

The QRC is designed for staff to be involved in its implementation. Head staff members complete the QRC
(with other staff if possible), they receive feedback from the researcher and have the opportunity to discuss and
compare observations and centre ratings.

Description of the QRC

The QRC is designed to give an overall picture of the quality of a centre, including dynamic aspects such as social
interactions, static aspects such as furnishings, and Tgulatory aspects such as staff training.

The current situation is rated (based on observation and knowledge of what is known to happen but is not
observed due to factors such as the weather) rather than stated intentions or planned changes.

It is divided into five scctions:
Section A Children's Happiness
Section B Safety, Health, Hygiene
Section C Programme
Section D Staffing
Section E Links with Parents, Families and Community

107
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Most criterion include descriptions of what should be considered in making a rating. Centres should be given a
"one" if the criteria is not met or if the practice described is not carried out, "two" if is partially met. "three" if it is
mostly met, and "four" if it is fully met.

The QRC is divided into three steps:

1. Researcher (and co-observer) observes at each centre, interviews at least five parents and the head
staff member (and other staff if possible).

2. The head staff member (along with other staff if possible) also completes thc QRC by rating the

extent to which their centre meets the criteria.

3. The researcher (and co-observer) meets with each head staff m..mber to compare and discuss each
others ratings. A summary sheet will be used to write down each set of ratings and to make brief notes

on discussion.

c'



A. Children's Hai liness
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A.1 Staff communicate to children that they care about them
Not met I Parta lly met Mostly mct Fully met

Show affection by smiling touching holding and talking sofi4) to children.
11 Demonstrate a caring attitude by stepping in to help children when needed.
[ I Show an interest in children's talk about themselves, their etperiences, feelings, etc.
j I Talk with children on a one-to-one basis during routines (arriva4 eating etc).
Staff I Researcher Comments

A.2 Staff are responsive to eh
Not met__J Partial! met Mostl met Fully met

1 I
2 3 4

[ I Respond quickly and appropriately to children's efforts to initiate interaction, verbal and non-verbal (e.g. return a

wave, reply with an open ended question).
j1 Listen attentiv4 and patient4, to children
fl Praise children for their achievements
11 Are always available to the children - to show an interest in them and their activities
Staff I Researcher Comments

40.

A.3. There is a sensitive settlin -in process for children
Not in-t Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

j1 Some method for familiarizing new children and parents (e.g. short visits)
11 Parents are encouraged to lay as long as it takes for chikben to settle

fJ Infantsaoddlers (and older children who are not sealing well) are alkmed an attachment
object from home (e.g. teddy, rag or blanket).

j1 New children are told when their parent is leaving and when they are expected to return.
f] Parents are invited to phone the centre to check on their children, or staff call them.
Staff / Researcher Comments

A. 4. Peer group stability
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 No more than 25 percent of the children attend infrequent41 or for less than half of the available sessions.

J Parents are encouraged to use the centre on a frequent and regular basis (e.g. staff point out the benefits of

children attending even when parents do not need to use the centre).

Staff / Researcher Comments



A.5. Home-visiting
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Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2
_

3 4

[1 All families are home visaed prior to or after enrolling.
I Staff and parents use home visits to erchange information on home life and the centre, and tofoster close

relationships.
Staff 1 Researcher Comments

A.6. Parent contact encourag
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

U Parents are encouraged to enter the centre when dropping off an picking up theirchildren.

11 Parents are given details about who to contact legarding matters related either to their child or to the centre (e.g.

centre telephone number and after hours contact).
[1 Parents are kept up-to-date with what is happening in the centre (e.g. newsletters, notices).

[1 Parents are encouraged to stay and to panic:pate in the programme as they feel comfortable.

[1 Parents are invited to join their children for meals/snacks, special activities, and excursions.

Staff 1 Researcher Comments

A.7. Children's physical needs are met
Not met Partially met

1 2
Mostly met

3

Fully met
4

11 Drink (e.g. water, milk juice) is available to the children at all times.
[1 Children have sufficient food and drink at meal and snack times.
11 Meal and snack times are not more than 3 hours apart.
11 Children do not get too hot or too cold (e.g. spare jackets or sun-shades areavailable for children, room

temperature is regulated).

11 Infants' and taddkrs' napkins/pants are regularly checked and changed if needed.

[1 Children have easy access to toilet and potty facilities.

Staff/ Researcher Comments
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A.S. Excessive punishment is not used
Not met Partially met Mostly met Full met

1 2 3 4

11 Behaviour management techniques are appropriate to the age and developmental understanding of children (e.g.
with a four-year-old alternative solutions may be discussed whereas a toddler may be redirected to a new

activity and staff may simply point out what the toddler had done wrong).

fl Negative methods of discipline are not used (e.g. no smacking shouting threatening).
fj Positive techniques and methods are used (e.g. redirection, listening reinforcement)

fj Staff do not use more reprimands or negative statements than positive statements and non-verbal reinforcers.

I Staff accept children's feelings and provide acceptable outlets for children to express them.

11 Parents are asked about how they manage theirchildren's behaviour so that no methods used in the centre are
excessive in the individual chikts experience. Note that parents' methods where these are negative should

not be adopted by staff
Staff / Rmarcher Comments

A.9. Pleasant atmosphere
Not met J Partially met Mostly met

3

Fully met
41 I 2

fl Adults' voices do not dominate
11 There is laughter and smiling among children and staff
fi Children appear happy in their play and other activities
J The atmosphere is general41 calm and staff and children are relaxed but busy

Staff / Researcher Comments

1 1
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B Safety, Health and Hygiene

8.1. Clear pathways between
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

Children and adults are able to move from one area to another without disturbing activities.
Toys, materials, and equipment are not blocking or impeding movement.

(1 Activity areas are well defined through clear divisions of space.
Staff Researcher Comments

B.2. Safety of environment
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully r_t_._.

1 4-) 3

(1 Infant/toddler toys are large enough not to be swallowed
I Large pieces of equipment (e.g. swings) and furniture (e.g. wall shelf units) are Pced securely.

11 There are no sharp edges, protruding nails, wood splinters, broken pieces or missing pieces .
J Equipment is appropriate to children's age and developmental status (e.g. for toddlers the highest place on their

climbing equipment is no further from the ground than their height).
(1 There are no safety problems in the use of equipment (e.g. no toy-box with a heavy lid).
Staff 1 Researcher Comments

B.3. Supervision
Not met Partially met Mostly mL Fullrmet I

1 2 3 4
I

(1 A staff member (or adult) is located in all rooms and areas where children are (exceptfor toilet and wash room,

but an adult should be within hearing distance)
J Staff attention to children's movements and activities is high, (e.g. not engrossed in

conversation with other adults whilst children play).
11 Infants and toddkrs are not left unattended Over-three-year-olds may be supervised by sight and sound (e.g. staff

supervising the playground area need only be within hearing distance of children playing behind bushes).

Staff/ Researcher Comments

112
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B.4. Clean building, facilities, tm[ and toys
Not met Partially mct Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

Tables/highchairs are wiped and floors are swept after meals and snacks.
11 Toys are picked up 1 tidied when no bnger needed or in use.
f] Areas are kept tidy and mbbish removed from activity areas during the programme.
11 The bathroom, all table sutfaces (including floor tf there are crawlers) and all toys that are mouthed are washed

daily and disinfected at least weekly.
Caregiving equipment is kept clean (e.g. cover of changing table is disinfected or changed after each use).

fl Areas and equipment are free from contamination (e.g. insect or rodent contamination, sand-pit is kept covered
when not in use).

Staff / Researcher Comments

B.5. Children's personal hygie
Not met Partially meti Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3

I

4

11 There are scheduled times for practicing personal hygiene routines (e.g. hand-washing before meal 1 snacks).
fl Personal hygiene standards are reinforced as part of the educational programme (e.g. children have separate

combs, they are taught and remained about the importance of placing their hand over their mouth when
they sneeze).

f] Children are encouraged to develop independence in practicing personal hygiene (e.g. supervise and praise them
in washing their own hands rather than doing it for them).

Staff / Researcher Comments

B.6. Staff model good healt
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

f] Do not work or visit the centre if they are sick or have an infection which could be passed on.
fl Wash their hands with soap and water before feeding infantsltoddlers, preparing and serving food, after changing

children's nappies and pants, and after nose wiping or
cleaning up a child's vomit.

f] Model good health habits to children and parents.(e.g. they do not smoke at work, and they maintain good
standards of personal grooming such as clean hair and nails)

11 Discourage children and other adults from taking food into children's play and toilet areas.
Staff 1 Researcher Comments
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8.7. Provision for sick children
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

(l The centre has a stated policy for coping with child sickness ,(e.g. parents are notified, well-children are protecte4

a staff member cares for the sick child). Parents and staff know the policy.
I I There is a comfortable, quiet area set aside and always available for any sick children.
(1 Parents are informed and reminded to keep children at home if they have a contagious disease.

Staff I Researcher Comments

B.8. Parents notified of any conta ious disease/infection
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 All parents are informed (e.g. verbalk or a notice on the door) if any child or adult at the centre has a disease or

infection that could have been passed on.
17 Some literature for parents on common childhood infections and diseases is kept at the centre for staff to use in

discussions with parents .
1 Staff know relevant health professionals to refer parents to.

Staff I Researcher Comments
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C.1. Written schedule of routines and activities
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4
j

11 There is a written scheduk and it includes a list of the main activities and planned variations on these, as well
speciAing the approximate times for different routines.

I It is displayed in a conspicuous place for staff parents, and visitors to see.
Staff / Researcher Comments

C.2. Interesting /stimulating
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

I There is a variety of equipment and materials suitable for promoting children's motor-skill, psycho-social,
language and intellectual development.

1 The location of some activities and equipment is changed daii)#weekly. .
J New materials are added and slight changes are made to regular activiePc from time to time to maintain and

stimulate children's interest.
11 Not all play materials are available all of the time but some are periodical4, set up or introduced as special

activities (e.g. a group card game, gardening tools, a cooking activity).
Equipment and materials are colourful and attractive to the children's age-group (e.g. mobiles for babies to reach

out to, paper gliders for four-year-olds to try to fly)

Staff I Researcher Comments

rd 4.1* ..... ....0

C3. Programme based on co
Not met Partially met Mostly met

3
Fully met

41 2
11 Staff talk informally with parents about how they can provide an early childhood programme that fulfils their

needs.

(I There are some more formal channels of communication about child and fami4, needs (e.g. staff-parent meetings,

home questionnaires, home visits).
11 Staff do written observations of children's skill levels, their behaviour and activities, discuss their observational

notes with children's parents, and use this information when making decisions about the programme.

Staff 1 Researcher Comments

1 1 5
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Not met Partially met Mtly_met Fully met

1 2 3 4 1

I For infants and toddlers there is a sufficient quantity of toys and equipment to avoid problems of waiting

competing and fighting for scarce resources.
1] For older children there is sufficient toys, equipment, and materials to avoid the above problems whilst

encouraging some co-operative play to occur.
Staff / Researcher Comments

C.5. Developmentally appro
Not met Partially met Mostly met Full met

1 2 7 3 4

II Activities are appropriate to the age of the children (see IV.A.E.YC. guidelines on developmentally appropriate

practices for children ).
Activities are individually appropriate: suit children's developing abilities, cater for their personal interests, and

are challenging for them.
[J For children who tend to involve themselves mainly in activities that are not challenging the staff introduce and

guide them towards appropriately challenging and rewarding activities.
Staff Researcher Comments

C.6. Balance of child and staff initiated activities
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

There are some adult-directed activities and some activities that are initiated by the children which staff follow up

on (e.g. by providing Prther ideas or materials)
(1 Most activities are available for children to self-select and participate in.
1] After adult-directed activities children are left or given the opportunity to continue the particular activity in their

own way, and to repeat and practice they wish.

[1 Children are not left to engage most4, in aimless behaviour and nonconstructive activities during five-play periods,

but rather they am encouraged to participate in constructive activities and staff provide guidance where

needed.
Staff Researcher Comments
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C.7. Balance of indoor and outdocc activities
Not met Partiallanet Mostly met Fulla_net

1 2 3 4

11 Children have access to both indoor and outdoor play areas as weather permits
(1 The environment is designed to encourage access, e.g. some sheltered outdoor areas, sheltered veranda, centre

doors are opened and hooked back on wamt days).
(1 In cases where the weather limits access, some Opical4, outdoor activities are brought inside or indoor activitie.s

may be altered to foster play that occurs outside (e.g. boxes are arranged for 'imbing ), and some typicak;
inside activities are taken outside (on warmlhot days when children tend to congregate outside).

j There is some daily interchange of indoor and outdoor activities to encourage children to sample a wider range of
activities (e.g. inside tea-party equipment , wooden stove, etc may be placed for a day in the outside sand-
pit)

Staff i Rcscarchcr Comments

C.8. Activities for different u -sizes
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

[I There are activity areas, both indoors and outdoors, where children can play alone or with ti veer (e.g. book
corner, small two-seat activity tables, playhouses, swings).

11 Children are free to come and go from large-group (five or more chihdren) activities as thy choose.

Staff I Researcher Comments

C.9. Provisions for special n
Not met

J
Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

(1 If no children with special needs are enrolled the management has a commitment towards providing for any
child regardless of their special needs (Le. management has a stakti policy on accepting any special needs
child, and will ensure that any necessary modifications to the equipment and facilities are made to ensure a
special needs child enjoys full access).

[I Indoor and outdoor areas are accessible to all children (e.g. for wheel chair :hildren or chddren on crutches there
are ramps, hand rails and wide doors).

fl Equipment and materials are modified as needed or special equipment and materials are added to meet children's
special needs (e.g. a paint-brush of a thickness that can be more easi4, held by a child with a motor
coordination problem).

Staff 1 Researcher Comments
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C.10. Promotion of cultural awareness
Not mct Partially met Mostly mct Fully met

1 2 3 4

Cultural awareness is promoted through materials and activities (e.g. multt-racial toys, materials, books and wall
posters, chopsticks and various opes of different eating instrumems in the fami4, play area, etc).

f Adult-initiated multi-cultural activities are sometimes includal, either as a special week4, theme or as pan of the
on-going dai0 programme (e.g. stones are read about cultures in other countries, parents are invited to share
food, crafts, ec., from their culture)

Staff/ Researcher Comments

C.11. Bicultural Programme
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

41 2 3

11 The majority of staff speak some basic Maori words.
11 Maori language is incorporated into the programme (e.g. Maori songs, and activities).
11 Staff speak some Maori in their interactions with children, and particularly to wekome Maori parents.
1 There is a balance of books, posters, toys, materials (e.g. natural and manufactured) and equipment that reflect

European and Maori cultures.
f] Practices which are offensive to Maori cultural values are avoided (e.g using macaroni, food, to make necklaces)

and practices that reflect Maori culture are practiced (e.g. sharing of food with visitors).
Staff/ Researcher Comments

C.12. Support of family value
Not met I Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 I 2 3 4

[J Staff show an interest in the values and customs of each fami6, (e.g. by asking if there are any aspects of the
programme that they do not wish their child to be included in; and if there are any ways they can support
their values such as in providing appropriate food for children's snackrImeals, or celebrating their cultural
festivals).

[1 Staff respect differences in the cultural and family valuer (e.g by allowing Sikh boys to wear their turbans, taking
into account cultural41 different ways of relating, and allowing and encourage children to continue using
their first language).

Staff / Researcher Comments
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C.13. Non-sexist
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Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 Se U.St language is discouraged in the centre.
11 &Kat resource material is avoided and non-serist material is included (e.g. books depicting boys performing both

masculine and feminine tasks).
11 Staff provide both boys and girls with equal opponunities to take part in every activity.
11 Staff provide androgynous role models (e.g. demonstrate that they can hammer in a nail, do the dishes, etc, and

do not need to call a "man" or a"father" in for assistance unless panicular trade skills are needed).
Staff Researcher Commcnts

C.14. Staff join children in th
Not met Partially met Mostl met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 They participate in children's play: they join in and follow children's leads and suggestions ratl er than directing

their play.
11 Talk with children about ideas relevant and related to their play.
11 Provide children with new or additional materials and resources as needed or when appropriate.

Staff/ Researcher Comments

C.15. Outings and excursion
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 Outings occur as pan of the everyday programme (e.g. a small group may be taken to the diao to buy some bread,
or to the pwk nearby to look at the autumn trees).

11 Every child is encouraged to participate in at least some outings.
[1 All children have the opportunity to go on a major excursion (e.g. museum, citylfarm, airport) at least once every

sir months.
Staff Researcher Comment.s

C. 16. Assessment/evaluation
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 Periodic assessments of what is happening in the progranune are made (e.g. girls and boys participation rates in

different activities may be observed and recorded or the nature and frequency of staffparent interactions).
11 This information is made available to all staff (and parents where applicable).
11 Assessment data is evaluated (e.g. through discussion, and reference to past practices andplanned future

practices). This should lead to decisions on the continuation or strengthening of practices and promote

improvements and new ideas.

Staff l Researcher Comments
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D. Staffing

D.1. Qualified staff
Not met Partially met Mostly mct Fully met

1 2 3 4

(1 All staff, who are countered in the minimum requirements for staff-child ratio hold a qualification recognised by
the Ministry of Education for work in an early childhood centre. Note that unqualified staff may dyer be
employed but they should be in addition to rwher than part of the minimum staff-child ratio.

Staff I Researcher Commcnts

D.2. Staff have parenthood expLence
Not met

1

Partially met
2

Mostly met
3

Fully met
4

11 All staff have their own chiki(ren) (Le. staff who comprise the minimum adult-child ratio)
Staff I Researcher Comments

D.3. Staff are experienced wit
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4 J
[.1 All staff have had previous practical experience working with children under-five years of age (equivalent to six or

more months of full-time work in any fidd related to young children or at their present centre). Note that
this on4, applies to staff who comprise the minimum adult-child ratio.

Staff / Researcher Comments

D.4. Staff are warm caring p
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3

11 They make children and parents feel accepted. and liked.
[1 They speak with all children, parents and other fami41 members in a friendlY manner (e.g. chaw, good listening

skills, address on first-name basis).
Staff 1 Researcher Comments
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D.5. Staff work together as a t
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Not met Partiallymet Mostly n_mt Fulb, met
1 2 3 4

I When one staff member is unable to complete a task or having dibiculty, other staff will step in to assist.
1.1 Staff are aware of each others strengths and weaknesses and work effectively together.
11 There is good communication between staff about the children, programme, and organization matters (e.g. staff

pass on messages from parents).

Staff 1 Researcher Comments

D.6. Staff regularly meet for p
Not met Partiall met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4 1
11 All staff meet on a regular basis to discuss or consult on programme planning.
Staff 1 Researcher Comments

D.7. Head staff member provi
Not met Pa_ r_tiay_llmet Mostly met Full met

1 2 3 4

11 Ensures that new staff know and understand centre policies, procedures, and philosophy.
P.' ...vides support, guidance and advice to staff where appropriate.

11 Provides staff with feedback on their work in a non-threatening affirming way.
(1 Is easily approachable about matters relating both to the programme and to their conditions of work
fl Helps to make staff feel that their work is valued.
fl Facilitates good relationships amongst staff (e.g. undercurrents are identifze4 discussed, and there is a

commitment to resolving disagreements)
Staff 1 Researcher Comments

D.8. Refresher training
Not met Partially met Mostly met 1 Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 Staff regularly take part in refresher training and inserv'ce courses (e.g. personal development courses, visits to
other centres, in-service courses organized by ECDU or other relevant groups, frrther academic studies and

course work).
[1 Records of staff qualifications and courses attended are kept at the centre for reference when planning

programmes of staff development.
Staff / Researcher Comments
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D.9. Staff stability
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T Not met Partially met Mostly mct Fully met
1 2 3 4

11 Staff turnover is low (Le. no mow than 114 staff each year leave for reasons other than low enrolment).
(1 All staff who are countered in the minimum staff-child ratio, are employed on a permanent basis.

fJ The centre has a good retention rate for staff (i.e. the majority of staff tend to st4y for at least two years).
Staff 1 Researcher Comments

D.10. Professionalism
I Not met Partially met

1 2

Mostly met r Fully met-1
3 4

11 A collection of relevant and recent research articles and professional literature is maintained
11 The centre andlor staff belong to a professional organization or representative group (e.g. Combined Early

Childhood Union, Playcentre Federation).
11 Staff carry out peer evaluations and encourage constructive comments and criticism about their work
[ Staff understand the importance of their work and are able to articulaw this (describing the goals and objectives of

their programme to others).
* Staff wax also publicly advocate for quality early childhood services, professional recognition, and for the rights of

children and families.
Staff 1 Researcher Comments

D.11. Provisions for staff in the centre
Not met Mostly met Fully met I

1

,partianet
2 3 4

11 A separate room or area (not used for children's activities) for staff use when taking their breaks, staff socials, staff
meetings, etc.

1] An adult-sized toikt and washing facilities for staff use.
Comb, chairs for staff to use.

11 Some secure cupboard space for personal belongings.
Staff 1 Researcher Comments
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D.12. Group size

115

Not met Partially mct Mostly mct Fully met
1 2 3 4

j To rate a .4 a centre (or e ach classroom within a centre complex) should have no more than:
- 30 three to five year-old
- 15 two to three year old
- 10 or fewer under-two-year old
Or
- 25 children between 2 to 5-6yr
- 15 children between birrh to 5-6 yrs (where infantsltoddlers make up at least half of the total number of

children).
Staff I Researcher Comments

D.13. Staff-child ratio
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

3 4

J To rate a "4" a ratio is needed of at kasr:
- 1 adult to 3 infants (birth to 1 year)
- 1 adult to 4 toddlers (1 year + to 2 years)
- 1 adult to 5 two and three-and-a-half year olds

1 adult to 8 children over three years six months
Note that the average age of the children attending should be calculated to determine the adult-child ratio. The ratio of 1:3 for infants

must, however, be maintained.
11 A contact list of relievers is kept so staff can be quickly replaced if needed to maintain the adult-child ratio.
(I There is an attempt to maintain a high adult-child ratio at all times, depending upon the situation and during

times when staff take their breaks (e.g. more staff may be needed to cope with lunch-time routines, or to
assist with excursions).

Staff 1 Researcher Comments
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E. Links with Parents, Family, and Community

E.1. Parents and family members feel welcome at all time
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 I 2 3 4

[ I Every parent, family member, and child is greeted on arrival and acknowledged when they leave (e.g. a staff

member may be assigned or takes responsibiliry for ensuring this).
1I Staff know parents by name and ofher fami4, members who regularly visit the centre.

[ I Parents feel free to enter the centre any time.
I Staff actively encourage other family members to visit the centre (e.g."fwhers' night")

Staff/ Researcher Comments

E.2. Members of the community are involved
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

j
[ I People from different community organizations, groups, and occupations are invited to the centre (e.g. gardener.

traffic officer, netballer).
Communiry members are encouraged to paniaPate (e.g. school children on work experience).

Staff / Researcher Comments

E.3. Outside professionals/o
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

[I A record is kept or the head staff member knows local speciastskgenctes that can be called upon for

assistance(e.g. for advising on staff inservice training, answering queries about a child's health or physical

condition).
[ I Where appropriate staff consult with and seek the help of outside agencies and professionals (e.g. if child abuse is

suspected, or staff for example may refer parents to a specialist if they suspect that theirchild has a language

development delay problem).

Staff/ Researcher Comments

EA. Parents informed about programme philosophy and practices
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

ll A brief written description of the centre's philasophy is available for parents td read.

[I If the centre is a chartered service a copy of the charter is available for parents to read andlor take home.

[I There is fiequent communication about any changes in the centre, what is happening in the programme generally

through methods such as regular newsletters, notice-boards and frequent notes.

Staff / Researcher Comments
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E.5. Parent education
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Not met Partiall met
2

Mostly met
7,

Fully met
41

I Parent education opportunities are provided and staff view parent education as pan' of their role (e.g. relevant

literature for parents to read andlor take home, parent-workshops or seminars, variousprofessionals from

relevant fields are invited to speak to parents, etc).

Staff 1 Researcher Comments

E.6 Staff consider parents to be joint partners
Not met Partially met J Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

11 Staff seek to foster two-way communication with parents about home and centrepractices.

fl Staff do not criticise parents child-rearing practices but where appropriate provide support (e.g. resources, gentle

guidance, affirming comments)
11 Parents opinions and suggestions are listened to and respected by staff

/1 Staff recognize that they can form attachments with children without competing with parents.

Staff I Researcher Comments

E.7. Parents contribute to decision-makin
Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

f] Formal opportunities are available for parents to participate in decision-making (e.g. parent representation at

association or management level).
[I Parents are encouraged to make no:es:ions and pass on ideas to staff about matters relating to the programme

and administration. Their input is, as much as possible, taken into consideration.

Staff 1 Researcher Comments

E.8. Staff support parents
Not met Partially met Mostly met

3

Fully met
41 2

11 Staff observe strict confidentiality regarding children and families, and parents know this.

[ J Staff work cooperativ4 (where appropriate) with other professionals who are involved in helping families.

1] Where appropriate and wanted by families, eara assistance is provided (e.g. staff might offer to makelbuy

children's lunch to save parents time, staff might make arrangements for child care after hours).

Staff I Researcher Comments
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E.9. Reports on children's ac
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Not met Partially met Mostly met Fully mct

1 2 3 4

11 There are verbal and written systems for sharing with parents what their children did during the day (e.g. sleep
charts, list of child's main activities, description of child's achievements and pleasures in learning new skills).

1] Changes in a children's physical (e.g. child is off-colour) and emotional states (e.g. child may be particularly
Excited after a visit by a clown) are reported to parents.

Staff I Researcher Comments

E.10. Provisions for parents i
I Not met partially met Mostly met Fully met

1 2 3 4

f] A special space is set aside for parents to meet, rest, or wait. This space should have comfr chairs and be separate

or separated off from the children's areas.
1] Off-street parking for parents, or more-or-less guaranteed car-parking space on the road immediately outside the

centre, is available.
[J There are establ4hed places (which parents are informed about) for leaving children's belongings, notes to tlw

staff, payment of fees/donations.
Staff I Researcher Comments
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CENTRE:

DATE:

QUESTIONS TO ASK STAFF RELATING TO CRITERIA THAT ARE NOT OBSERVED
DURING THE VISIT OR ARE DIFFICULT TO OBSERVE

Question
Number on
the QRC

A.3. How are new children and parents introduced and settled into the programme?
- in what ways are they each helped to become more familiar with it?

- when a new child starts how is the separation process made easier?

Prompts:
Ways are available for new parents to check on how their child is?

Centre's policy on children, particularly new children bringing a toy, cuddly or such like from home?

Children are told that their parents are leaving?
Children are told when to expect thcir parents to return?

A.4. How many children can attend at any one time? and what is the total number of children on your roll?

A.5. Do staff visit children and families at their homes?
- if no, would you and your staff like to and why, or why not?

- if yes, when are they visited (e.g. before starting at the centre)?

- are all families visited or only some? If only some, why?

what is the main purpose of home visits?

A.8. What methods of discipline/punishment/behaviour management are used here?

- are children disciplined differently or are they disciplined the same depending upon the nature of their misbehaviour?

- are parents asked about what methods they use?

- is behaviour management at the centre discussed with parents?

B.6. On occasion when you or other staff are sick , have an infection or a disease would you still come to work?

Do you feel obliged to? Why?

B.7. Is there any policy on children attending when they are sick?

if yes, arc parents made aware of this policy?

- what procedures do the staff follow when a child is sick?

B.8. If a child at the centre had lice (for example) or some kind of infection that could be passed on to other

children what happens about informing parents and other parents?
- do you suggest names of health professionals and medical people to parents?

B.9. Do you have any children with any special health needs e.g. asthmatic, skin allergy? In what ways are their

special health needs taken into account in the activities provided?

C.3. How do you know what the needs of the children are?
- how do you know what ways the programme/centre could meet family needs?

C.5. Do activities differ for younger and older children?
- in what ways? and why?

C.7. Are inside activities ever taken outside? Are outside activities ever taken inside?

- why?

C.9. Do you have any children with special needs?
if yes, have any modifications to the building and environment been carried out?

127
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- if no, would such children be accepted and would it be likely that modifications would be made?

C.10 In the last two months have there been any activities to help children learn and understand about other
cultures, or about life-styles in other countries?

- if yes, what?

C.12. Are ethnic differences and differences in families values recognized in any way in the programme, or in
staff practices?

- are there any ways that parents are asked in what ways the programme can support their family values?

C.13. Do you feel it is important to have any emphasis on non-sexist language and behaviour in the
programme? In what ways?

C.15. In the last six months have the children been taken on an excursion? and are excursions for all children or
just some of them?

Are outings included as part of the programme (e.g. to the dairy?)
if yes, how frequently?

- and do all children go on outings or onlysome?

C.16 Is the prrgramme asscssed , evaluated or reviewed by yourself or anyone else in the centre
- if yes, for what purpose? when? who sees this information?

- what happens with the information?

D.6. To what extent is each member of staff involved in planning or deciding what should happen in the

programme?
- do staff plan the programme together, and how often?

D.7. As director/bead teacher/supervisor what is your leadership role in regard to the staff? (e.g. the nature of
your relationship with them, your responsibilities for ensuring their good work)

D.8. Are any records of staff qualifications and any refresher training they do, kept?
- if yes, for what purpose?

D.9. Have any staff left in the last 12 months?
- how many? and, have they have been replaced?

- are staff employed on a temporary or a permanent basis?

D.10. Is it important for staff to be professional? (e.g. keep up to date with the 7 _arch, belong to a
professional association, be concerned about the quality of their pracfice, etc).

- does the centre or staff belong to any professional/representative organization?

- do staff make evaluative comments on each others work?

- and, are staff generally accepting of comments from each other?

- do staff ever articulate the goals and objectives of the programme to others? or, do you believe that they know and understand these

enough to be able to tell others?

- are any staff involved in advocating for recognition as professionals and for the better status off early childhood education in society?

E.2. In the last two months have any people from the community been invited or involved in the programme?

E.3. Has outside professional assistance been made use of recently (e.g. have you sought advice on how to help a

child with a motor-skill development delay?)
- is them any record or list keep of local agencies (e.g. ECDU) and professionals (e.g. psychologists) whom you could consult with if

needed?

E.5. Is any form of parent education provided (i.e. do staff help parents to learn andunderstand more about

child-rearing?)
- if no, should it he the role of the staff and the centre to do so?

- if yes, in what ways? and how effective are each of these ways? (e.g. participation rate)
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E3. What formal opportunities (if any) are there for parents to participate in decision-making?
Are parents encouraged to make suggestions and pass on ideas to the staff about the programme or about
administration? and, what usually happens to these ideas and suggestions?

E.8. Arc there any ways that support can bc given to parents who arc having problems, or is this not part of thc
centre's function ?
Are parents problems discussed or mentioned to other parents or people in the community?

Staffing

Staff 1 Staff2 Staff3I Staff 4 Staff5 Staff6 1
First name
Position
D3. Length of time at centre

....._

D3. Previous early childhood
work experience
D.2. Parent es/no ves/nuyes/no yes/no yes/no yes/no

D.1. Ear childhood trainin_
Completed and awarded ves/no e_y____yes/no ,R.,___yes/no yes/no

D.8. Continuing education
ECE ten:Dr level study es/no

es/no
yes/no
ves/no

ves/rto_y_e_s_ino
yes/no

.....______pio
yes/no yes/no

ves/no
yes/noRecent inservice course
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CENTRE:

PARENTS FIRST NAME:11.0..........satiovuomor.111
CHILD'S NAME:

CHILD'S AGE:

HOW LONG SINCE CHILD STARTED: yrs mths

QUESTIONS TO ASK PARENTS RELATING TO CRITERIA THAT
ARE NOT OBSERVED DURING THE VISIT OR ARE DIFFICULT TO OBSERVE

Question
Number on
the QRC

A.4. Are you encouraged by the staff or by the policies of this centre (e.g. absence fee in childcare centres) to
take your child every day that it is open?

A.5. Has someone on the staff visited you and your child at ,..,me? If yes, for what purpose?

B.7. What is the centre's policy (if any) on children attending when they are sick?

C.3. What ways are there for passing on information about your child's needs and the needs of your family to the

staff?
- do staff talk with you about your child's needs?

- do staff talk with you about your family needs?

in what ways (if any) do you feel that your child's needs are taken into account?

For parents fiom ethnic gn9ups other than NZ pakeha and Maori:
C.12. Do you feel that the staff are sensitive to your cultural values and customs?

- do staff show respect for your values?

D.4. What words best sum up the personal characteristics of the staff in relation to their work and interactions

with the children and with you?

E.1. Do you feel welcome in the centre?
- are you greeted by the staff7 are you acknowkdged when you leave? by your first name?

- are you encouraged to participate in the programme? in what ways?

are parents invited to join in a special activities such as birthday parties or excursions?

have you found that other family members (e.g. grandparents, brothers and sisters) are also welcome?

E.5. Have you ever been provided with any information or assistance to help in learning and understanding

more about child-rearing? If yes, what?

E.6. Do the staff support two-way discussion of home and centre child-rearing practices?

- have you found that staff can be critical of your child-rearing practices

- are your opinions and suggestions regarding your child listened to and respected by staff?

E.9. Do you receive regular reports or information about your child
- your child's activities, behaviour, and progress?

- are they verbal or written reports?

How adequate do you feel the communication is?
- in what areas would you like more information?

- and how would you like this information ro come to you (e.g. notes home)?
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Appendix 3.

Below are excerpts from a letter
written by Mark Laws as
Chairperson for a Kohanga Reo
whanau involved in the study to
a group of +wet ve pakeha women
who had officially complained to
the Education Department about
Sarah Farquhar doing research
on Te Ko hanga Reo.

"At a whannu hul held on 7
October 1991 and Monday 11
November 1991, it was
unanimously decided to reply to
the letter by (name of
spokesperson for the
complainants) addressed to Prof.
Ted Glynn, Education Department
University of Otago on the
ethical issue of Pakeha
institutions undertaking research
on Te Kohanga Reo.

It is with some pity, sadness and
anger that this Kohanga Reo
whanau has to write to defend
the credibility of Sarah Farquhar
and KarMa Laws, the Tino
Rangatiratanga of this whanau
their local and district units
(Tino Rangatiratanga Units) of Te
Kohanga Tru.6t and the mana of
our kula Mrs Noi Hudson, against
the unjustified attack and
irresponsible actions made by
you.r group towards all the
people involved with the study,
presentation and the paper "A

Preferred Child Care Education
Service: The Quality of Te
Kohanga Reo" at the Early
Childhood Convention held in
Dunedin during September 1991".

12 4.

'... what we see as the only true
bicultural issue here; is firstly
the partnership established
between Sarah Farquhar (a
Pakeha Student) and Karina Laws
(a Maori mother), secondly
between the Department of
Education (Otago) and two Te
Kohanga Reo (Otakou), then
finally the partnership agreement
between Te Kohanga Reo Trust
and the Ministry of Education. ...
(our Kohanga Reo) being one of
the study subjects are at art
advantage more so from the
agreed partnership ...

1. Financial assistance - to
employ K LaTS (part-time for 1

year) as this is their recognition
that a Maori should liaise and co
ordinate the study from within
both whanau being studied ...

2. The study methodology - if
Sarah's study on Quality Early
Childhood Education is to be
properly represented by all the
EC centres, then Ta Kohanga Rbo
must surely have to be included
in it, and because of this, it has
added the Maori dimension and
concept of education, which may
have been detrimental to her
study if it was not ...

3. Identification - because TKR
is different, the study was
moulded into a .custom made
Maori appropriate format, thus
TKR was influencing some of
Sarah's overall findings to take
into account for that uniqueness
which only TKR has, and surely
that can only further
substantiate the participation of
the 2 TKR as a sample in the
study, instead of none at all.



Appendix 3.

Below are excerpts from a letter
written by Mark Laws as
Chairperson for a Kohanga Reo
whanau involved in the study to
a group of twe ve pakeha women
who had officially complained to
the Education Department about
Sarah Farquhar doing research
on Te Kohanga Reo.

"A t a whanau hui held on 7
October 1991 and Monday 11
November 1991, it wa:
unanimously decided to reply to
the letter by (name of
spokesperson for the
complainants) addressed to Prof.
Ted Glynn, Education Department
University of Otago on the
ethical issue of Pakeha
institutions undertaking research
on Te Kohanga Reo

It is with some pity, sadness and
anger that this Kohanga Reo
whanau has to write to defend
the credibility of Sarah Farquhar
and Karina Laws, the Tino
Rangatiratanga of this whanau
their local and district units
(Tino Rangatiratanga Units) of Te
Kohanga Trust and the mana of
our kuia Mrs Noi Hudson, against
the unjustified attack and
irresponsible actions made by
your group towards all the
people involved with the study,
presentation and the paper "A

Preferred Child Care Education
Service: The Quality of Te
Kohanga Reo" at the Early
Childhood Convention held in
Dunedin during September 1991".

12. h.

te. what we see as the only true
bicultural issue here; is firstly
the partnership established
between Sarah Farquhar (a
Pakeha Student) and Karina Laws
(a Maori mother), secondly
between the Department of
Education (Otago) and two Te
Kohanga Reo (Otakou), then
finally the partnership agreement
between Te Kohanga Reo Trust
and the Ministry of Education. ...
(our Kohanga Reo) being one of
the study subjects are at an
advantage more so from the
agreed partnership ...

1. Financial assistance to
employ K Laws (part-time for 1

year) as this is their recognition
that a Maori should liaise and co
ordinate the study from within
both whanau being studied ...

2. The study methodology - if
Sarah's study on Quality Early
Childhood Education is to be
properly represented by all the
EC centres, then Te Kohanga Reo
must surely have to be included
in it, and because of this, it has
added the Maori dimension and
concept of education, which may
have been detrimental to her
study if it was not ...

3. Identification -- because TKR
is different, the study was
moulded into a .custom made
Maori appropriate format, thus
TKR was influencing some of
Sarah's reran findings to take
into a rt for that uniqueness
which TKR has, and surely
that ft only further
substanti.. the participation of
the 2 TKR as a sample in the
study, instead of none at all.



12.5

4. Resources - we accept that
Sarah's overall study and report
will be inrIuded in her thesis
towards he,. PhD, but what is
important for this whanau is that
we will be acknowledged in
receiving a copy, to utilise and
implement the results,
recommendations and conclusions
for the further whars learning
and develovnent, now .r1 in the
future.

5. Future implications - this is
also the launching pad for
further research and study
initiatives into TKR; whether they
be individual, local or on a
national scale, as another
Education Department student
has already approached the
whanau for permission to study
the transition of our tamariki
into Kura next year ...

6. Networking initiative to
reciprocate this study and future
research by reporting and
informing Te Kohanga Trust in
the wider ramifications of TKR
research as this was to he a
model TKR research projec.': in
the making".

"These benefits are also seen by
the TKR whanau in the study
and by the local TRU as an
important developmental issue,
therefore to see it questit-ned,
undermined and to be possibly
lost, has caused some anxiety.
You can all see why this whanau
is upset, as it takes exception to
the audacity of your group in
firstly demanding that this paper
be withdrawn during the EC
Convention, by pre-empting and
spoiling what we see ac an
important first step in TKR
research, then for the letter to
the Education Department after
the convention had finished."

"Given that Maori are already bi-
cultural in this country, it is
therefore safe to say that this
group was set up to target non
Maori, and it seems ironical that
when partnerships are formed
they still have to account for
their actions to these types of
groups".

It ... we ave given Sarah
Farquhar oui full blessing in
including it in her study, the
report to the Ministry of
Education and her PhD, all

Decause it is our decision to do
so".


